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The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of school suspension
and other key variables on the performance of African-American middle students on the
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRC I’) in a southern metropolitan
Atlanta school district. The study examined students’ academic performance as
measured by a selected school’s eighth grade CRCT performance levels in reading,
English/language arts, and math in relation to teachers’ perceptions of suspension and
student motivation.
The research design utilized in the study was an ex postfacto survey design in
which significance analyses were conducted on a purposive sample using archived data.
The sample population consisted of 245 African-American eighth grade students during
the 2008-2009 school year that were placed on in-school and out-school-suspension as a
disciplinary consequence. This study design allowed for the investigation and
interpretation of existing conditions in a popu!ation of students that took the Georgia
CRCT in the areas of reading, English language arts and math. Data were collected using
(a) a 23-question survey administered to a population of 16 teachers that taught eighth
grade students, and (b) archived CRCT and discipline data collected from a selected
middle school in a large metropolitan Atlanta school district during the 2008-2009 school
year.
I-test analysis indicated that when comparing CRCT test scores between students
that received In-School Suspension (ISS) and students that had not received ISS, there
was a significant difference in the areas of reading (p .004), English/language arts (p =
.004), and math (p = .030). Similarly, when comparing CRCT test scores between
students that received Out-of-School Suspension (OSS) and students that had not
received OSS, there was a significant difference in areas of reading (p = .000),
English/language arts (p = .002), and math (p = .009). Students that did not receive
school suspension performed at a higher level than students that did receive school
suspension. The findings suggested that absence from direct classroom instruction due to
suspension had a negative impact on student perfotmance on the Georgia CRCT.
AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF SCHOOL SUSPENSION AND
AND OTHER KEY VARIABLES ON THE PERFORMANCE OF EIGHTH GRADE
AFRICAN-AMERICAN STUDENTS ON THE GEORGIA CRCT
A DISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY
TN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
BY
GEORGE A. WEATHERS, JR.




GEORGE A. WEATHERS, .JR.
All Rights Reserved
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
My gratitude goes to many people who were helpful to me in completing this
dissertation. I am especially grateful to Dr. Moses Nonnan, my committee chair and
dissertation director. He has been the epitome of the qualities that one both desires and
needs as an advisor and mentor. Thank you, Dr. Norman.
My appreciation goes to the members of my dissertation committee, Dr. Noran
Moffett and Dr. Robert Waymer. Further appreciation goes to the Educational
Leadership Department faculty who generously gave of their time and resources.
I am grateful to Dr. Nathaniel Pugh who preceded me in the struggle and who was
kind and giving enough to share his special insights, experience, and wisdom with me,
and to respond to my special needs at critical points along the way.
I am most grateful to my wife, Verna Weathers. who has been loving, patient,
encouraging and whose unwavering belief in me underlies all that I do. My appreciation
goes to my children, George A. Weathers III and Taylor R. Weathers for understanding
why their dad was always reading and writing during the course of this project.
I am grateful to my mother, Dr. Doris W. Weathers, who perhaps more than
anyone else understood the conditions under which this work was done and was always
there for me. Thank you for your motivation, conviction and gift of courage to complete
this project. Most of all, thank you for your unconditional love
Finally. I am grateful to my brother and sister for their support and prayers as I





LIST OF FIGURES vii
LIST OF TABLES viii
CHAPTER
THE PROBLEM IN CONTEXT 1
Introduction 1
The Problem of Urban Student Achievement 2
Problem Statement 6
Research Questions 7
Significance of the Study 8
Definition of Terms 10
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 12
Student Discipline 12
In-School Suspension (ISS) 17
Out-of-School Suspension (OSS) 17
Student Gender 18
Socioeconomic Status (SES) 19
African-American Students in Gifted and Special Education
Programs 20
Student Retention 22
High Stakes Testing 23
111
Table of Contents (continued)
CHAPTER PAGE
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) 28
Student Attendance 31
Summary 33
III. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 35
Introduction 35
Definition of Variables 38
Research Questions 39
Summary 40
IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 41
Permission to Conduct the Study 41
Research Design 41
School Demographics 42
Population and Sample 43
Instrumentation 44
Data Analysis and Scoring 44
Limitations 45
Summary 46
V. DATA ANALYSiS 48
Introduction 48
Statistical Distribution of the Variables 50
Results on Independent T-Test Analysis 56
iv
Table of Contents (continued)
CHAPTER PAGE









A. Teacher Perception Survey 70
B. SPSS Program for Teacher Survey 72
C. Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Tables for Teacher Survey 79
D. Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Statistics 91
E. Questionnaire 95
F. Questionnaire Statistics 96
G. Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Tables for Suspension and
Motivation Questionnaire (SMQ) 104
H. Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Statistics for Suspension
and Motivation Questionnaire 107
I. Independent Samples: T-Tests 108
Table of Contents (continued)
PAGE
APPENDIX








1. Percentage of Students/School Population by Race (2008-2009) 42
2. Population by Student Gender (2008-2009) 42
3. Percentage of Population by Instructional Setting (2008-2009) 43
4. Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of the Mean Scores of the
Teacher Survey Instrument 51
5. Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of the Mean Scores for
CRCT Scores 54
6. Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of the Percent Scores on
CRCT Reading 55
7. Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of the Percent Scores on CRCT
EnglishlLanguage Arts 55
8. Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of the Percent Scores on CRCT
Math 55
9. Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of the Percent of Students
Suspended 56
10. T-Test for Independent Samples: ISS and No Suspension 57
11. T-Test for Independent Samples: OSS and No Suspension 58
12. T-Test for Independent Samples: Male and Female 59
viii
List of Tables (continued)
TABLE PAGE
13. T-Test for Independent Samples: General Education and
Gifted 60
14. T-Test for Independent Samples: General Education and
Special Education 60
15. T-Test for Independent Samples: General Education and
Special Education 61
16. T-Test for Independent Samples: Retained Students 62
CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM IN CONTEXT
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of school suspension
on the performance of African-American middle school students on the Georgia
Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) in a southern metropolitan Atlanta
school district. The study examined students’ academic performance as measured by a
selected school’s eighth grade CRCT performance levels in reading, English/language
arts, and math in relation to teachers’ perceptions of suspension and student motivation.
An attempt was made to control for any bias in perceptions by determining if the
following demographic variables of the school are significantly related to school
suspensions and academic performance on state required assessments:
1. Percentage of students eligible for free or reduced lunch
2. Student gender
3. Student instructional setting
4. Total number of retained students
It is expected that the results of this study will be of interest to the school system
that formulates and implements student code of conduct policies as well as schools that
are required to enforce those policies.
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The students’ performance on the Georgia CRCT and additional relevant data
from the States Report Card were obtained by the researcher. The CRCT measures
student acquisition of knowledge, concepts, and skills set forth in the Georgia
Performance Standards (GPS) in which the CRCT reading, English/language arts, and
math tests were based in the 2008-2009 academic school year. The testing program
serves as a dual-purpose diagnosis of individual students and program strengths and
weaknesses as related to instruction of the GPS, and a measure of the quality of education
in the state of Georgia (Williams, 2006). Academic achievement of the students and
school building data were obtained from the state assessments as well as the CRCT Item
Bank System (Georgia Department of Education, 2009).
The Problem of Urban Student Achievement
Urban middle schools in America have the increasing challenge to educate
students that face a myriad of barriers that prevent them from achieving at high levels
academically. For the African-American community, the presence of a plethora of
educational barriers presents an almost insurmountable task to overcome. Much concern
and opinion have been given to the change in family values. There are those who argue
that the change or “breakdown” in the family structure itself has had an impact on family
values. These changes include but are not limited to the absence of fathers in the home as
positive role models, teenage parents (i.e., babies having babies), and the absence of an
extended family as a means of support and guidance. The change or breakdown in the
fain ily structure has indeed adversely impacted the vibrancy of African-American
communities. This adverse affect has, in turn, created a multitude of educational barriers
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such as truancy, substance abuse, bullying, dropouts, and the disproportionate use of
school suspension assigned to children of color. The aforementioned barriers manifest as
disengagement of students from learning at school and thus. prevent them from achieving
academically. The challenge for urban schools is preparing students to perform at high
academic levels regardless of any barriers that may exist- a mandate of the No Child Left
Behind Act.
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act was reauthorized in 200 land
became known as the No Child Left Behind Act ~NCLB). NCLB has become the
impetus for required standardized testing in the United States. The NCLB focuses on
numerous measures designed to improve achievement and accountability in schools,
including ensuring that schools are making, what is termed, Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) on students’ test scores. To ensure accountability, emphasis has been placed upon
factors that educators can control within the school to ensure that students pass required
state tests. These factors include, but are not limited to, teacher quality and classroom
instruction. NCLB requires students pass state assessments regardless of any educational
barriers that affect their academic performance. Kim and Sunderman (2005) state that the
accountability requirements of the No Child Left Bthind Act of 2001 place high-poverty
schools and racially diverse schools at a disadvantage because th~~y rely on mean
proficiency scores and require all subgroups to meet the same goals for accountability. In
addition, the reliance on standardized tests to determine AYP often discriminates against
schools that serve students of color and from poverty-level backgrounds. Hursh (2005)
states that AYP tells us little about whether a school is improving and that not only can
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we question the validity of the tests, but also that determination of success or failure may
have little to do with whether the school is improving. Educational authors such as
Thernstrom and Thernstrom (2004) suggest that the achievement gap between African-
American students and their Caucasian counterparts is one that is widening. Although
the roots of the achievement gap first appear in elementary school, the disparity widens
significantly at the middle school level. The achievement gap between white students
and black students is a constant focal point in the public education arena. Educators
commonly use the segregation years as the genesis of the achievement gap (Thernstrom
& Thernstrorn, 2004). However. Garner (2007) states the following about the gap:
The gap dates back to the first mass-administered achievement tests given by
the U.S. Army in World War 1. Even as crude as those tests were, they
measured an achievement gap between black recruits and white recruits that
persists today. (p. 543)
The reasons for the achievement gap are varied and include poverty, parents’
own experiences in school, the long-term effects of racism, and locus of control.
Garner (2007) identifies t~ o types of locus control: internal and external. In essence
internal locus of control involves individuals seeing themselves as primarily
responsible for their successes and failures. To the contrary, external locus of control
involves individuals attributing outside factors as the reasons for their successes and
failures. For students of color, external locus of control seems to he an important
barrier to their academic success. Garner (2007) purports that this is not an
unreasonable thought for theses students. He states the following:
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Then they [students of color] come to school, work as hard as other students,
and see that they, too, fail to achieve at the same rate as their white and Asian
peers. They deduce that external factors, things beyond their control, must be
responsible. This conclusion leads them to reduce their effort and resign
themselves to not doing well. (p. 543)
One could postulate that this may also be a catalyst for students exhibiting
negative behaviors in school which could also have an impact on the amount of
classroom instruction received by the student based upon the discipline consequence
received. Denbo (2002) states that the current institutional practice of expulsion and
suspension, discourages the academic achievement of African-American students. An
examination of which students are most likely to be suspended, expelled, or removed
from the classroom for punishment, reveals that minorities especially, blacks and Latinos,
males, and low achievers are vastly overrepresented (Noguera, 2008). This study may
contribute to a better understanding of the impact of one factor, schnol suspension on the
performance of African-American students on the Georgia CRCT. Also, from such a
study, decision makers within the school district may gain valuable information from
which inferences about implications for future policies regarding school suspension as it
grapples with issues related to student performance on the state criterion referenced test.
According to Flannigan (2007), suspension has been used by school
administrators as punitive punishment designed to send a strong message to both the
student and parent about the degree of seriousness of the student’s misbehavior. Parent
attention was virtually guaranteed when a student received out-of~school suspension.
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Additionally, it encouraged parents to attend a conference at the school to discuss the
problem behavior. Flannigan further posits that out-of-school suspension also provided a
cooling-down period for students who posed a clear and present danger to other students
or staff.
Problem Statement
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship oCschool suspension
and other key variables on the performance of eighth grade students on the Georgia
CRCT. A body of research postulates that students who are suspended from school for
disciplinary reasons, and thereby miss classroom instruction, perform poorly on
standardized achievement tests. This study sought to determine if African-American
eighth grade students that are suspended from school for disciplinary reasons fail the state
standardized assessment in math, reading, and English/language arts at a higher
percentage than students that are not suspended from school for disciplinary reasons. A
dearth of research focuses on the factors that contribute to the disparity of academic
achievement between African-American and Caucasian students. This study focuses on
the suspension of African-American students and how the absence from classroom
instruction impacts performance on the Georgia CRCT.
One of the Seven Correlates of Effective Schools states that schools should
provide a safe and orderly environment (Lezotte & McKee. 2002). One important source
of their [African-American students] poor performance in school is that disproportionally
large numbers of black children find it hard to adjust to the demands of a well-ordered
classroom (Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 2004). Research indicates that the beginnings of
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behavioral problems among African-American students can he traced as far back as
kindergarten (Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 2004). Thernstrom ana Themstrom state that
these problems grow more pronounced as students become more mature.
Historically, various forms of disciplinary action such as in school suspension, out
of school suspension and expulsion have been used to reduce or eliminate student
behavior problems (Flannigan, 2007). Often these actions result in the student being
removed from the classroom and not receiving direct classroom instruction. Most states
require a minimum number of school days per academic year (Metzeker, 2003).
Reducing the number of days of direct classroom instruction may iesult in an adverse
effect on student academic achievement.
Research Questions
RQ 1: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and in-school suspension?
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and out-of-school suspension?
RQ3: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia (‘RCT and gender?
RQ4: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and instructional setting?
RQ5: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and Soclo-Economic Status (SES)?
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RQ6: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and retention?
Significance of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of in-school
suspension, out-of-school suspension, and other key variables on the performance of
students on the Georgia CRCT. The underlying issue that gives this study significance is
student academic achievement and the implementation of student code of conduct
policies that cause students to be absent from classroom instruction. Student
achievement is the ultimate goal for a school system and local schools. Policies requiring
in school suspension or out of school suspen3ion are of particular magnitude. For
example, while many school districts stress the importance of students maintaining
general school attendance, they also enact zero tolerance student behavior policies that
often cause students to be absent from school and thus miss classroom instruction.
Schiraldi and Ziedenberg (2001) in their research, discuss what has been dubbed as “the
mass exclusion of American children from the educational proces& (p. 4). They further
point out the following criticisms:
• Suspended students often find themselves bereft of any form of education.
Twenty-six states currently have no requirement to provide suspended or
expelled students with alternative education. (p. 4)
• Students suspended from school are much more likely to engage in
troublesome behavior. According to the Centers for Disease Control, ‘out of
school’ youth are significantly more likely to become involved in physical
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fights; carry a weapon; smoke; use alcohol, marijuana and other drugs; and
engage in sexual intercourse than ‘in school’ youth. (p. 4)
• There are disturbing racial disparities in student suspension rates by race,
specifically with respect to black male students. In school year 1974-75,
65.7% of suspended students were white, 28.7% were African American, and
5% were Hispanic. By 1998, after the total number of suspended students
doubled, whites represented 51.3% of suspended students; African Americans
32. 7%; and Hispanics 14.5%. African Americans are approximately 2.6 times
as likely to be suspended from schools as whites. The Condition ofEducation
1997. published by the U.S. Department of Education, found that almost 25%
of all African-American male students were suspended at least once over a
four-year period. (p. 4)
This study sought to determine if there is a significant relationship between in-
school suspension, out-of-school suspensions, and other key variables on student
performance on the Georgia CRCT. It further sought to illustrate how disciplinary
actions impact classroom instruction attendance, a key component to student academic
success as measured by the Georgia CRCT. Given the high level of accountability that
school leaders face with regard to producing positive student achievement results on
required state tests, it is necessary that urban school leaders, in particular, understand the
impact of discipline on students’ opportunity to receive classroom instruction. It appears
that there has been no attempt by the school district in which the selected middle school
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resides to examine and investigate school discipline and its impact on student academic
achievement. This study may help to fill this void.
Definition of Terms
Administrator: The full-time staff member, assigned to a particular school within
a school system, who holds a supervisory position related to teachers, and their
instruction; in addition to managing student discipline.
Discipline incidents: The total number of discipline incidents that occurred in a
school during the 2008-2009 academic school year.
Enrollment: The total number of students who were in a school during the 2008-
2009 academic school year.
Gender: Male and female students.
Instructional Setting: Students classified as receiving General Education, Special
Education. or Gifted Education.
Retention Status: The total number of students who were retained in a school
sometime prior to the 2008-2009 academic school year.
Socioeconomic Status: The percentage of students who are eligible for free and
reduced lunch during the 2008-2009 academic school year. Eligibility for free and
reduced lunch is used to measure socio-ecoñomic status of the school student population.
Student performance: Student achievement is the score computed using the 2008-
2009 academic school year percentages of eighth grade students who met and exceeded
expectations on the Georgia CRCT reading, English/language arts, and math test.
Teacher. Any full-time instructional staff member assigned to elementary,
middle or high school, including: classroom teachers, guidance counselors, special
education teachers, and media specialists.
CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this chapter is to review the educational research literature related
to the study. The review covers school suspension and criterion-i eferenced testing and is
organized under the following headings: (a) Student Discipline, (b) In-School
Suspension. (c) Out-of-School Suspension, (d) Student Gender, (e) Socioeconomic Status
(SES). (f) African-American Students in Gifted and Special Education Programs,
(g) Retention, (h) High Stakes Testing, (1) Georgia Criterion Reference Test, and (j)
Student Attendance. This study will intend to enhance the current educational research
literature in that it will seek to show the relationship between student discipline and
student academic achievement.
Student Discipline
Goodman (2006) cites educational theorist R.S. Peters who states that discipline is
submission to rules (1967). Peters further purports that:
The rules may be those of what is learned, e.g., the grammar or of morals;
they may be those of the method of learning, e.g., rules of the practice and
training; or they may be more general rules necessary for something to be
learned, e.g., rules relating to silence, posture, and diet. ... ‘Discipline’ is thus
a very general notion which is connected with conforming to rules. (p. 214)
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Goodman (2006) claims that discipline is intrinsic to academic mastery, embedded in the
learning process itself; it establishes order in the classroom and order is the gateway for
learning; it is an independent good——no school discipline, no obedience, no self-
discipline.
Central to school/student discipline is the effort to reduce school violence. This
effort in turn has led to the creation of zero tolerance policies. Zero tolerance policies
were introduced to school systems as a part of the Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA).
Congress passed this law to address the issue of school violence, requiring schools to
institute a zero-tolerance policy for students and enforcing a minimum of one year
expulsion to students who bring a firearm on campus; otherwise, schools lose federal
funds that the Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides (Martinez, 2009).
Martinez further documents that the law does not lequire school administrators to provide
access to continued education through alternative schooling for expelled students.
In 1995, the law changed its terminology from firearm to weapon (Casella, 2003).
Most schools had a zero tolerance policy covering behaviors not stated in the GFSA by
the 1996-1997 school year. Casella (2003) reports that zero tolerance policies by the
aforementioned school year included 94°/o of school targeting firearms and weapons, 88%
targeting drugs, 87% targeting alcohol, and 79% targeting fights. In 1997, drugs were
added to the policy. The zero tolerance policy continued to move beyond its original
intent and this was achieved by some schools including truancy, insubordination,
disrespect, and dress-code violation in their policies (Casella, 2003). Furthermore, school
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administrators were using zero-tolerance policies as a means to relinquish responsibility
for students with behavioral problems (Casella, 2003).
There are many opinions regarding the effectiveness of zero-tolerance policies.
According to Martinez (2009), the only data on the effectiveness of zero-tolerance are
those that indicated an increase in the number of days students have been suspended from
school. While there is a debate on the effectiveness of zero tolerance. there are some
unintended side effects as a result of implementing the policy. Martinez states that
school administrators continue to misuse and abuse the policy for incidents that were not
meant to be covered under zero-tolerance. For example, those who advocate for the use
of zero-tolerance argue that the policy is only used for students with the most severe
behavior. However, research by Skiba and Peterson (1999) suggests that the policy was
often applied to students who have not demonstrated previous behavior problems and
who are otherwise deemed as good kids. Additionally, zero-tolerance has become a tool
that administrators use to justify the overuse of suspension (Martinez, 2009). Noguera
(2003) states that the enactment of zero tolerance policies related to discipline in school
districts has contributed to a significant increase in the number of children who are being
suspended and expelled from school.
There is a plethora of literature in reference to minority students receiving
suspension as punishment disproportionately (Axman, 2005; Black, 2004; Cartledge,
Tiliman. & Johnson, 2001; Dunbar & Villarrule, 2002; Henault, 2001; Holloway, 2002;
McAndrews, 2001; Morrison & D’Incau, 1997: Mosca & Hollister, 2004; NASP, 2001;
Skiba & Peterson, 1999a; Skiba, 2000; Wald, 2001). Often, it is the needs of these
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minority students and the inability of schools to meet those needs that causes them to be
disciplined. Children who are behind academically and who are unable to perform at a
level commensurate with grade level expectations, often engage in disruptive behavior,
either out of frustration or embarrassment (Hirschi, 1969). Additionally. children who
suffer from abuse or neglect. and children who are harassed by their peers because they
are different, are more likely to act out and get into trouble (Singer, 1996). Once students
know that the rewards of education- namely, acquisition of knowledge and skills, and
ultimatel3, admission to college, and access to good paying jobs- are not available to
them, students have little incentive to comply with school rules (Noguera, 2003).
It is interesting to note that the disciplinary practices in schools cJosely resemble
the strategies used to punish adults in society. Serious infractions in schools such as
fighting, defiance, and cutting class often result in removal of the student from the
classroom. This includes removal from school via suspension or expulsion which serves
as the standard forms of punishment employed by schools throughout the United States
(INoguera, 2003). Irony exists in the fact that schools punish students that are behind
academically by depriving them of instructional time. The following is stated by
Noguera (2003’):
Schools typically justify using removal through suspension or expulsion by
arguing that such practices are necessary to maintain an orderly learning
environment for others. The typcal rationale given for such practices is that
by sorting out the “bad apples,” others will be able to learn. (p. 346)
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Zero tolerance policies are one of the core causes of the discipline gap between
African-American students and their white counterparts (Monroe, 2005). Other causes
are the criminalization of black males and race and class privilege (Monroe, 2005).
Young black males often face a difficult dilemma that involves attempting to assert self-
affirming identities in adverse environments. These attempts frequently produce
stereotypes that identify them as threatening or troublesome. Monroe cites an analysis of
the relationship between self-presentation and power by West (1994) as follows:
For most young black men, power is acquired by stylizing their bodies over
space and time in such a way that their bodies reflect their uniqueness and
provoke fear in others. To be “bad” is good not simply because it subverts the
language of the dominant white culture but also because it imposes a unique
kind of order for young black men on their own distinctive chaos and solicits
and attention that makes others pull back with some trepidation. This young
black male style is a form of self-identification and resistance in a hostile
culture; it also is an instance of machismo identity ready for violent encounters.
(p.32)
Educational expectations, practices, and policies reflect the values of the
individuals who create them. As a consequence, judgments about student disruption are
imbued with cultural norms (Monroe, 2005). Thus, African-American students are
sometimes disciplined for cultural actions that are contrary to the Caucasian norm.
Examples are ~ iewing overlapping speech as disrespect, play fighting as authentic
aggression, and ritualized humor as valid insults (Monroe. 2005). Additionally, limited
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racial and socioeconomic diversity in educational circles of power has inhibited
professional’s recognition of school disciplinary practices as socially defined constructs
(Monroe, 2005).
In-School Suspension (ISS)
Whitfield and Bulach (1996) state that ISS is seen as an option before resorting to
out-of-school suspension (OSS). This method of suspension seems to meet the demands
of educators and parents for effective discipline (Whitfield & Bulach, 1996). For both
educators and parents, ISS allows a student who has been suspended to attend school.
This is in contrast to OSS where a student is removed from school and may be
unsupervised during the suspension period. Studies by Costenbader and Markson (1998),
and Morgan (1991) show that minority students and male students are disproportionately
assigned ISS.
Out-of-School Suspension (OSS)
According to Constenbader and Markson (1998), school suspension is intended
and percei~ed as a punishment. Additionally, Mendez, Knoff. and Ferron (2002) state
that the primary goal of suspension is to decrease or eliminate the probability that a
student re-commits an offense that is so serious that another referral to the principal’s
office or another suspension is necessary. I)upper. Theriot, and Craun (2009) cite that a
related goal of OSS is to get the parent to pay attention to the fact that their child’s
misbehavior i~. serious and that parental involvement i~. necessary to deal with this
misbehavior. Often. OSS is used by administrators punitively and prevents students from
being present in the learning environment (Flannagin. 2007). Adams (1992) advances
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that students who receive OSS may be labeled “whereby teachers and staff interact
differently towards these students v~ho are notorious for disruptive behavior.” Mendez,
Knoff, and Ferron (2002) state that despite the frequency of its use, OSS does not
effectively curtail inappropriate behavior or increase students’ school success.
Additionally, Dupper, Theriot. and Craun (2009) cite that there is evidence that a past
suspension is a predictor of a future suspension.
Student Gender
Kommer (2006) states that there appears to be a real difference between boys and
girls. Metaphorically speaking, expioring gender roles during adolescence is a potential
minefield. This process is complicated and challenging for middle school students
(Kommer, 2006). Kommer also considers the following gender questions:
1. Who is more likely to drop out of school’~
2. Who is more likely to be sent to the principal’s office for a disciplinary
referral?
3. Who is more likely to be suspended or expelled?
4. Who is more likely to be identified as a student needing special education?
5. Who is more likely to need reading intervention? ,p. 248)
Taylor arid L orimer (2003) suggest that the answer to all of the above questions is
“boys.” Boys seem to present the most problems in the academic setting (Kommer,
2006).
Boys and girls have slightly different brain chemistry that may cause each to think
differently (Kommer, 2006). The structure of the male and female brain is different
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(Gurian 2001; Sax 2005; Sousa 2001). Gurian (2001) suggests that as the individual
grows there is an increase in myelin, a coating that transmits electrical impulses through
the nervous system. In females, the accumulation of myelin occurs earlier than males.
Sax (2005) advocates that girls and boys assess risk differently and they differ in their
likelihood of engaging in risky behaviors. He further suggests there are ramifications to
the difference in assessing. Walsh (2004) states that the initial burst of hormone that
come earlier for girls gives their brains a head start in developing the prefrontal cortex, or
rational part of the brain. This allows girls to engage in more complex rational thought
than boys and by the end of adolescence, boys have caught up with girls (Walsh, 2004).
\ccording to Kommer (2006), boys seem to be largely right hemisphere dominant
and tend to be better at spatial tasks, which give them an advantage in areas such as
mathematics, graphs, and maps. Girls seem to use both side of the brain and tend to be
better at literacy-related activities (Sax, 2005).
Socioeconomic Status (SES)
Mueller and Parcel (1981) state that SES describes an individual’s or family’s
ranking on a hierarchy according to access to or control over some combination of valued
commodities such as wealth, power, and social status. Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan
(1972) identify a three part nature of SES that includes parental income, parental
education, and parental occupation as three main indicators of SES. However, in recent
years, researchers have identified home resources as a fourth indicator (Sirin, 2005).
Home resources include household possessions such as books, computers, and a study
room (Sirin, 2005). Many researchers have found that SES was a significant predictor of
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academic achievement for minority youth (Battle, 2002; Mickelson, 1990). Historically,
social scientists have recognized the importance of an individual’s family socioeconomic
status as an influence on the academic achievement of children since at least the mid
I 960s (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfield, et al., 1966).
Furthermore. it is predicted that by the year 2020 approximately 25% of students will be
Ii’~ing in conditions of poverty (Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990). Individual family
poverty status, as indicated by participation in the federal free/reduced-price lunch
program, does have a small independent negative effect on academic achievement
(Caldas & Bankston, 1997). Caladas and Bankston concluded in their research that
students attending school with classmates who come from higher SES backgrounds does
tend to positively raise one’s own academic achievement , independent of one’s own SES
background.
African-American Students in Gifted and Special
Education Programs
The underrepresentation of minority students in gifted education programs is not a
new trend (Daniels, 1998). Ford, Harris, Tyson, and Trotman (2002) state the following
regarding minority underrepresentation in gifted programs:
The main reason for minority underrepresentation is a “deficit perspective”
that has influenced directly or indirectly the access of culturally diverse
students to gifted programs. Educators who hold this perspective assume that
students from diverse and economically disadvantaged populations are
cognitively inferior because many score low on standardized tests and fail to
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meet the traditional criteria for placement in gifted programs, thus, scoring on
the 97th percentile or above. (p. 57)
The overrepresentation of minority students in special education programs is not a recent
occurrence (Artiles & Trent, 1994; Dunn, 1968; van Keulen, 1995; Reschly, 1988).
Inequities for minority students have always existed in our educational structure and they
have pervaded not only gifted and special education, but also general education (Daniels,
1998).
Daniels (1998) states that the continuing imbalance in the number of minority
students in gifted and special education programs has caused educators to reevaluate the
findings of past education reform efforts and formulate innovative strategies. Wagoner
(1995) has suggested that poverty, not ethnicity is the important factor in influencing the
disproportionate representation of minority groups in special education programs. This
belief is also supported by Reschly (1998) contends that social class would explain more
variance in the incidence rates for minority groups in special education. Conversely,
Echevarria, Powers, and Elliott (2004) speculate that the most current issue that may
impact the placement of minority students in special education programs is standards
based education. The failure of teachers and administrators in general education to
provide effective instruction in reading and math and to effectively manage their
classrooms is another contributing factor to disproportionate representation of minority
students in special education settings according to Losen and Edley (2001).
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Student Retention
The debate over the use of retention as a tool to improved students’ academic
performance has been going on for decades (Alexander, Entwisle, & Dauber, 2003;
Sashkin & Egermeir, 1993; Smith & Shepard, 1987). Despite the overwhelming
consensus in the educational literature that retention of elementary and middle school
students often produces negative results in academic achievement (Holmes, 1989;
Holmes & Matthews, 1984; Holmes & Saturday, 2000). reliance is being placed on the
use of single test scores in making all or a large part of retention decisions (Sengupta,
1997). Brown (2007) states the following regarding the basic reasoning for use of
retention:
Actions by the policymakers at the national and state levels of government have
solidified retention as a major component of the standards-based accountability
reform movement. This political backing for retention is rooted in a twofold
logic. First, the current systems of education in the United States (U.S.) posses a
fatal flaw—they socially promote students (advancing them to the next grade
level simply because the turn a year older). Failure to meet performance criteria
results in retention. Imbedded in this logic for the need of retention policies is
the belief that the threat of repeating a grade level will motivate students to
perform their best on the required academic measures-increasing the
performance of all students. (p. 3)
Retention greatly increases the possibility that the retained student will leave the
education system and continue to perform poorly on standardized assessments (Brown,
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2007). It is estimated that approximately 15% to 1 Q% of students in the United States are
retained in grade each year (American Federation of Teachers, 1997; Jimerson, 2003).
Additionally, Siegel and Bruno (1986) state that about 22% of eighth graders have been
retained at least once. Middle school students are 11 times more likely to drop out of
school if they are retained (Rumberger, 1995). Furthermore, one grade retention
increases the risk of dropping out by 40% to 50%, and being retained twice increased the
risk by 90% (Roderick, 1995). Roderick (1995) lists three aspects of retention that
combine to increase the risk of dropping out: (a) retention in grade is not effective as a
remediation strategy; (b) retention is seen as a strong message that the school and teacher
see the student as a failure; and (c) retention makes a child older than his or her new
grade peers. Children who were retained, and thus a least a year older than their
classmates, were more likely to display extreme behavior problems (Byrd, Weitzman, &
Auinger, 1997). Holmes j~2006) says that retaining students has a much greater impact on
minority and poor youths than on majority, middle-class children. Findings from various
studies suggest that grade retention can have harmful effects on socioemotional and
behavioral adjustment as well as academic adjustment (Jimerson, Pletcher, Graydon,
Schnurr, Nickerson, & Kundert, 2006).
High Stakes Testing
According to Tourgut (2004), a test is considered a high-stakes test if the results
have perceived or real consequence for staff, students, or the school. Historically, the
United States began high stakes testing in the late 19th century. High stakes testing was
birthed out of concern from business and professional leadership about accountability and
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standardization. The specific scholastic concern was schools in urban areas with a desire
for central administrative control over school districts. Torgut states the following:
In 1892, the National Education Association created a Committee of Ten to
draft recommendations for strengthening the curriculum in high schools. In
addition to secondary school course innovations, the Committee also
recommended standards for college admissions. The recommendations also
focused on the need to ensure that ‘all students received the same preparation
for the duties of life’ through a liberal education, regardless of whether the
students were preparing for college. (p. 4)
The Committee of Ten’s recommendations were later reviewed by another committee
that had reviewed college admission criteria. Eventually the College Entrance
Examination Board and the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) were created. The successful
use of standardized testing for college admissions paved the way for the use of
standardized tests in elementary and secondary education (Torgut, 2004).
Achievement tests and standardized testing began to expand with the enactment
of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 (ESA), which required each state to
monitor and assess the education progress of students (Turner, 2009). This legislation
sparked a movement in the 1970s to prohibit the implementation of testing for promotion
and graduation. The movement stirred a debate about how high-stakes tests punished
minorities who were victims of discrimination and attended inferior schools (Torgut,
2004). While the movement slowed the implementation of high stakes testing, the
interest in accountability and standards was renewed in the early I 980s. Several court
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cases have addressed issues involving high-stakes testing and minority students. Torgut
(2004) cites the following five prominent ones:
• Erik V. v. Causby, 977 F. Supp. 384, 390 (E.D.N.C. 1997). Minority students
failed to show that a Board policy that provides students in grades 3 through 8
v~ ho not receive passing scores on state-developed standardized test will be
retained treats minorities more harshly than white students.
• Anderson v. Banks, 520 F. Supp. 472 (S.D. Ga. 1981). The court held that
Georgia’s high school exit examination violated Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act because it imposed diploma requirements on black students who attended
substandard segregated schools and were subject to tracking systems in a
school district.
• Debra P. v. Turlingtori, 644 F.2d 397, 407 (5th Cir. Unit B 1981). African-
American students received inferior education compared to white students so
that immediate use of diploma sanction would be unfair and would punish
black students for deficiencies created by dual school systems.
• Graves v. Alabama State Bd. of Educ., 776 F. Supp. 1518, 1523 (M.D.
Ala. 1991). Redress is available under Title VI for racially neutral “actions
having an unjustifiable disparate impact on minorities.”
• GI Forum v. Texas Educational Agency, 87 F. Supp.2d 667, 677-682
(W.D.Tex. 2000). The Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) test
adversely effects minority students, hut the Texas Educational Agency
demonstrated educational necessity for the test and there are no equally
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effective alternatives, therefore TAAS exit exam does not violate regulations
promulgated under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. (p. 22)
Early legal developments indicate that there was concern about high stakes testing and
the fairness of their implementation regarding minority students. High stakes testing has
been a part of American education for over one hundred years and was first used as an
indicator of basic competency. High-stakes testing currently functions as benchmarks for
high standards of learning.
The ESA was reauthorized as the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act and the
initiative requires the disaggregation of statewide test results by the states themselves.
The disaggregated test data is segregated by race and ethnicity of the test takers.
Furthermore, the disaggregated test data provides the average score and pass rate for a
school, school district, and the average scores and pass rates for various races of students
such as black, white, and Hispanic children.
Carison (2004) states that there is no sound argument for disaggregating scores by
race and ethnicity, but serious danger in doing so. The rationale behind Carlson’s
thought is that the difference between a “black” and “white” average score does not
provide any explanation. The score can, however, advance the belief that some groups
are inherently inferior to others regarding cognitive ability.
Carison (2004) further states that there are different pathologies that can explain a
group’s poor test performance. These pathologies include but are not limited to poverty,
family dysfunction, poor parenting skills, transiency, substance abuse and the devaluing
of academic achievement. Turner (2009) states that standardized and achievement tests
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are referred to as high-stakes tests because the tests have significant consequences for
students such as promotion and retention. The tests also have negative consequences for
schools such as decreased funding and negative teacher appraisals.
Barrier-Ferreira (2008) purports that laws enforcing standardized assessments do
so under the premise that students will be assured an equal opportunity for academic
success. However, these assessments do not consider the critical point that students are
human beings with needs that reach beyond what is measured on a test. Barrier-Ferreira
also states that problems arise when standardized tests are used as the sole indicators of
schools’ success and failures. Additionally, educators have been forced not to deviate
from instruction related to the test and therefore lose sight of educating the whole child-
intellect, emotion, and spirit. Standardized test scores are used for a variety of purposes
such as indicators of academic quality, achievement, and knowledge (Jairrels, 2009).
Jairrells believes that one purpose of the No Child Left Behind Act is to improve the
academic achievement of all students and to comply with the law. School districts use
standardized tests to access and provide evidence of academic achievement.
Political and economic interests have instigated the promotion of achievement
testing. According to Hursh (2005), embedded in most proposals are three intertwined
discourses: (a) the need to increase educational and economic productivity in an
increasingly globalized economy, (b) to decrease educational inequality, and (c) to
improve assessment objectivity. Proponents of testing argue that they provide validity
and reliability when assessing student learning. Teachers and administrators cannot be
trusted to assess student learning objectively and accurately (Hursh, 2005). Hursh also
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contends that standardized testing has failed to provide objective assessments and failed
to reduce the difference in educational achievement between advantaged and
disadvantaged students. Reasons for these failures include the passing rate for a test
being increased or decreased by adjusting the cut score. Cut score adjustment allows
turning a low percentage of correct answers into a pass or a high percentage of correct
answers into a failure (Hursh, 2005). A second reason standardized testing has failed
student achievement is the quality of test questions. In some states tests have been so
poorly constructed that the test scores had to be discarded (Hursh, 2005).
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT)
The state of Georgia administers a high stakes test known as the Georgia Criterion
Reference Test. This end-of-year mandated assessment is administered to all students in
grades one through eight in accordance with the amended A+ Education Reform Act of
2000. Specifically, students in grades one through eight are tested in the areas of reading.
English/language arts, and mathematics. Students in grades three through eight are also
tested in the areas of science and social studies. The test assesses the content standards
outlined in the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS). According to the Georgia
Department of Education (GADOE) (2010) the GPS gives clear guidelines for teaching
academic subjects, testing what students are learning, and the work students are doing.
Additionally, they explain the level of work (rigor) that allows a teacher to know “how
good is good enough.” The GADOE (2010) states the following regarding the purpose
of the CRCT:
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The CRCT is designed to measure how well students acquire the skills and
knowledge described in the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS). The
assessments yield information on academic achievement at the student, class,
school, system, and state levels. This information is used to diagnose individual
student strengths and weaknesses as related to the instruction of the GPS, and to
gauge the quality of education throughout Georgia. (~p. 1)
The CRC f does not function as a norm referenced test (NRT) where instructional
standards commonly taught throughout the United States of America are taught.
Additionally. NRTs highlight differences between and among students across an
achievement continuum (GADOE, 2010).
The Georgia Association of School Psychologists (GASP) has published a
staterneni regarding the use of high stakes testing in Georgia. The GASP states that the
current application of the CRCT results may lead to serious detrimental effects on
students, schools, and school systems. Specifically, GASP opposes reliance on the
results of the CRCT as the most heavily weighted determinant for making critical
decisions about students and schools (GASP, 2003). GASP further outlines expressed
concerns regarding high stakes assessments as follows:
1. It is predicted that the current implementation of high stakes testing using the
CRCT in Georgia will increase the number of students who are retained.
2. There are frequently long-term negative effects on students who are retained.
3. The current implementation of high-stakes testing promotes decision-making
that niay be racially and socioeconomically biased.
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4. Results of high stakes testing reflect extraneous variables not under the
control of schools. Therefore it is an unfair practice to financially penalize or
reward schools based on the results of the CRCT.
5. The CRCT was specifically developed as a criterion referenced test meant to
assess student academic progress within the Quality Core Curriculum. It was
not developed for assessment of schools, and therefore, should not be used in
a maimer that has not been validated (The Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing). (p. 4)
The contractor for the CRCT, Riverside Publishing, provides disaggregated
reports at the state, system, and school levels. GADOE (2010) states that student
information is provided by the contractor as follows:
These reports provide student performance information for the following
categories: All Students, All General Program Students (subcategories
include Section 504, Limited English Proficient, and All Others), All Special
Education Students (subcategories include primary classification/disability—
i.e., visual impairment, learning disabilities, etc.), Gender, and Race/Ethnicity.
These data are reported for grades one through eight in reading,
English/language arts, and mathematics, and grades three through eight in
science and social studies. (p. 1)
The CRCT for students in grade eight is a gateway test which is used to promote
students to the next grade level. Eighth grade students in Georgia are required to attain a
passing score of 800 on the CRCT in the areas of reading/language arts and math in order
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to be promoted to ninth grade. State test score history for eighth graders from 2006-2009
indicates that African-American students had a positive change of five percentage points
(84% to 89%) in the area of reading. White students, in comparison, had a positive
change of one percentage point (95% to 96%) (GADOE, 2009). Hispanic and English
Language Learner students had the greatest positive change of 10 percentage points (79%
to 89%) and 17 percentage points (49% to 66%) respectively (GADOE, 2009). State test
score history for math was established in 2008 when the new Georgia Performance
Standards for math were implemented for grade eight. Math test score history for eighth
graders from 2008-2009 indicates that African-American students had a positive change
of nine percentage points from (49% to 58%) and white students had a positive change
of six percentage points from (73% to 79%) (GADOE, 2009). Hispanic and English
Language Learner students had a positive change often percentage points (55% to 65%)
and eight percentage points (37% to 45%) respectively (GADOE, 2009). These data
illustrate the disparity of the performance of African-American students in the areas of
reading and mathematics.
Student Attendance
NCLB has gained most of its attention due to the focus on test scores. However
there is an additional component that holds schools accountable for high levels of student
attendance. Kearney (2008) states that absenteeism in youth aged 5—17 years refers to
excused or unexcused absences from elementary, middle, or high school. Researchers
have demonstrated important correlations between student attendance and academic
success. They also have found that students with better attendance than their classmates
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exhibit superior performance on standardized achievement tests (Sheldon, 2007). A
missed school day is time missed from classroom instruction and thus a lost opportunity
for students to learn. Furthermore, excessive absenteeism has been linked to serious
problems such as violence, substance use, injury, suicide attempt, risky sexual behavior,
and teenage pregnancy (Kearney. 2008). Youths with excessive absenteeism are also at
high risk for permanent dropout from school, which may lead to economic deprivation,
detachment from school-based health services, and social, occupational, and marital
problems in adulthood.
The National Forum on Educational Statistics (NFES) (2009) documents the
impact of school attendance by reporting that high school dropouts have been found to
exhibit a history of negative behaviors, including high levels of absenteeism throughout
their childhood, at higher rates than high school graduates. For example, the differences
in the absence rates of the aforementioned high school students were examined as early
as kindergarten. Those students who dropped out of high school missed considerably
more days in first grade than those students that graduated from high school. In eighth
grade, this pattern was even more apparent. By ninth grade, attendance was shown to be
a key indicator significantly correlated with high school graduation (NFES. 2009). In
many cases schools are counterproductive when combating absenteeism. According to
NFES (2009), the school’s disciplinary response to absenteeism exacerbates the issue of
missing classroom instruction and the response often includes detention or suspension.
Any absence whether excused or not, denies students the opportunity to learn in
accordance with the school’s instructional program. Students who miss school are
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sometimes further excluded from learning opportunities as a consequence of chronic
absenteeism (NFES, 2009).
According to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP),
truancy is a serious concern that effects most school districts in the United States (Henry,
2007). Truancy is a problem that warrants a great deal of attention as it has several
negative implications—particularly at the individual level. Henry suggests that truancy is
predictive of maladjustment, poor academic performance and school dropout, substance
abuse, delinquency, and teenage pregnancy. Research also indicates that the negative
effect of truancy occurs beyond adolescence, predicting poor adult outcomes, including
violence, marital instability, job instability, adult criminality, and incarceration (Henry,
2007). Akin to truancy is student mobility which can have a negative effect on student
academic achievement. Engec (2006) cites a study indicating that as the mobility of
students increased during the school year, their [student] test performance on the
criterion-reference test and norm-reference test decreased. Moreover, suspension rates
were high for students who had changed schools within a school year.
Summary
Based on the review of the literature the following observations can be made:
(a) The achievement gap between African-American and Caucasian students is enhanced
by policies that remove students from the classroom for disruptive behavior. Zero
tolerance policies as they pertain to student discipline have equipped school
administrators with tools of irony. Administrators use the very policies that are supposed
to help students as a means of hurting them. Students that are assigned ISS or OSS are
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ultimately removed from the classroom and are unable to receive continuous classroom
instruction provided by their classroom teacher. Zero tolerance has recently been
identified as a crisis of common sense (Jones, 2010). A Georgia senator has introduced
Senate Bill 299 created to re-design the way schools implement zero tolerance policies.
Furthermore, research substantiates that minority students are being suspended
disproportionately (Noguera, 2008); (b) High stakes testing such as the Georgia CRCT
has raised concerns regarding its fairness toward minority students. These concerns are




In 1964, V. H. Vroom presented what he termed the Expectancy Theory. Vroorn’s
theory was used for application in the business world and is summarized as follows
(Hancock, 1995):
Expectancy theory views people as purposeful beings who behave in
accordance ~ ith their expectations that their efforts will result in outcomes
they value. The theory suggests that the amount of effort (i.e. motivation) an
individual will exert ultimately depends on three perceptual relationships:
(1) expectancy a person’s subjective estimation of the Jikelihood of
successfully performing a particular behavior; (2) instrumentality—a person’s
subjective estimation of the likelihood that a particular behavior will he result
in certain outcomes; and (3) valence the positive or negative value that a
person places on each of those outcomes. (p. 171)
Expectancy and valence are important links to the problem of the suspension of black
middle school students. It ties the students’ self-efficacy to the perceived difficulty of the
performance standard or goal and identifies the value students place on the rewards of
performing well academicall3. Noguera (2003) states the following:
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Students who get into trouble frequently are typically not passive victims; many
of them understand that the consequences for violating school rules can be
severe, particularly as they grow older. However, as they internalize the labels
that have been affixed to them, and as they begin to realize that the trajectory
their education has placed them on is leading to nowhere, many simply lose the
incentive to adhere to school norms. (p. 341)
The reality is that both groups—students motivated to learn and students not
motivated to learn—receive disciplinary actions on a daily basis while school is in
session. Vroorn’s Expectancy Theory as well as Albert Bandura’s (1986) Self-Efficacy
theory which states people are likely to engage in activities to the extent that they
perceive themselves to be competent at those activities may be useful in helping
educators to understand and possibly influence student motivation to learn.
Understanding the relationship between Vroom’s Expectancy Theory, Albert
Bandura’s Self-Efficacy theory, and the nature of the middle school child is important.
Middle school students are described as being in the early adolescent period of growth.
During this remarkable stage of the life cycle, young adolescents (10- to 15- year olds)
experience rapid and significant developmental change (National Middle School
Association [NMSA], 2010). NMSA describes young adolescents’ developmental
characteristics under the domains of physical developmental, intellectual, moral/ethical,
emotional/psychological, and social development. In relation to Vroom’s Expectancy
Theory and the component of student valence, the moral/ethical developmental
characteristics of young adolescents is of particular relevance. Scales (1991, 2003) states
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that during early adolescence. youth move from blanket acceptance of adult moral
judgment to the development of their own personal values; however, they usually
embrace the values of their parents or key adults. Caskey and Ruben (2007) note that
physical brain development as an important role in young adolescent development. For
example, researchers observe that the prefrontal cortex, the area of the brain that handles
executive functions including planning, reasoning, anticipating consequences, sustaining
attention, and making decisions, in not fully developed in young adolescents (Caskey &
Ruben, 2007). Ii is essential that a study be conducted to determine if there is a
relationship between disciplinary actions resulting in school suspension and students’
academic achievement. This research study sought to determine if there is a relationship
between school suspensions, other key variables, and student performance on the Georgia
CRCT.
The theoretical framework focused on the independent variables of in-school
suspension, out-of-school suspension, grade, gender, instructional setting, socioeconomic
status (SES), retention; and how these may be related to the dependent variable of student
performance: Georgia CRCT reading, English/language arts, and math scores for
African-American middle school students. The definition of variables is presented and
the theoretical relationship between variables is diagramed in Figure 1.
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Social Economic Status (SES)
[ Retained Students H
Figure 1. Theoretical/Conceptual Framework
Definition of the Variables
Dependent Variable
Georgia CRCT: The dependent variable in this study is measured through data
collected from criterion-referenced test scores. The data are extracted from the selected
middle school through the school district student information database system.
Independent Variables
Out-of-School Suspension: This independent variable refers to a consequence
given to students as a result of violating student code of conduct policy. The
consequence results in temporary removal from school and classroom instruction
In-School Suspension: This independent variable refers to a consequence given to
students as a result of violating student code of conduct policy. The consequence results
Student Performance on the
Georgia CRCT in Reading,
Language Arts, and Math
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in students reporting to school, but being temporarily removed from the general
classroom environment, thus receiving instruction in an isolated classroom from a
paraprofessional educator.
Gender: Sex of student (male or female)
Instructional Setring: Classification of student (Special Education, Gifted,
Resource. General Education)
Socioeconomic Status (SES): Students receiving free or reduced lunch
Retained students: Students who were retained during their academic career prior
to the 2008-2009 school year.
Students with Disabilities (SWD): Students with Disabilities that receive special
education services
Assumptions Underlying the Articulation of the Selected Variables
The researcher will utilize eighth grade students’ performance on the Georgia
CRCT in reading, Englishllanguage arts, and math to investigate the extent to which in
school and out-of-school suspension is related students’ performance on the Georgia
CRCT.
Research Questions
RQI: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and in-school suspension?
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and out-of-school suspension?
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RQ3: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and gender?
RQ4: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and instructional setting?
RQ5: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and Socio-Economic Status (SES)?
RQ6: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and retention?
Summary
This study investigated the relationship between in-school and out-of school
suspension and the influences these constructs have on students’ performance on the
Georgia CRCT. It is expected that in-school and out-of-school suspension will impact
student performance more than the other independent variables. The behavior of students
resulting in school suspension and its relationship to student performance could be
explained by reference to V room’s (1964) Expectancy Theory. 1 he amount of effort (i.e.
motivation) an individual ~ ill exert ultimately depends on three perceptual relationshipsz
expectancy, instrumentality, and valence. Many students that are struggling in school
believe that they will fail academically. This belief often leads to frustration which can
lead to disruptive behavior- the one thing they become successful in doing.
CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Permission to Conduct the Study
Formal permission to conduct this study in the school district was obtained from
the district’s Director of Research and Evaluation through the Area Superintendent that
supervises the selected school. The school system’s name was not mentioned to ensure
anonymity of the system, the school and individual teachers.
Research Design
The study used an ex postfacto survey design in which significance analyses were
conducted on a purposive sample using archived data. The sample population consisted
of African-American eighth grade students during the 2008-2009 school year that
received in-school and out-of-school suspension as a disciplinary consequence. It is an
ex postfacto design because the purpose of this study design is to investigate and
interpret existing conditions in a population of students that take the Georgia CRCT in
the areas of reading, Englishllanguage arts and math. This study was concerned only
with the relationship that exists between the independent and dependent variables in the
natural school settings. Kerlinger (1986) defined the ex postfacto design as follows:
Ex post.facto research is systematic empirical inquiry in which the scientist
does not have direct control of the independent variables because their
manifestations have already occurred or because they are inherently not
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manipulable. Inferences about relationships among variables are made,
without direct intervention, from concomitant variation of independent and
dependent variables. (p. 520)
School Demographics
The school district in which this study was conducted has 10 middle schools. The
selected middle school had a student enrollment of 1,123 during the 2008-2009 school
year. The eighth grade student enrollment was 368 which accounted for 32.7% of the
total student population. Additionally, 74% of the total student population qualified for
free or reduced lunch and therefore were classified as economically disadvantaged.
Tables 1-3 highlight the selected school’s demographic data.
Table 1
Percentage ofStudents School Population by Race (2008-2009)
Total N Black White Asian Hispanic Other
Student Population 1,123 89.0 2.0 0.0 8.0 1.0
Eighth Grade Students 368 88.8 1.9 0.0 6.5 1.8
Table 2
Population by Student Gender (2008-2009)
Total N Male % Male Female % Female
Student Population 1,123 552 49.1 571 50.8
Eighth Grade Population 368 191 51.9 177 48.0
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Table 3
Percentage ofPopulation by Instructional Setting (2008-2009)
Total N General SWD Gifted
Student Population 1,123 82.5 9.0 8.5
Eighth Grade Population 368 81.9 9.5 8.6
Population and Sample
Data were collected using (a) a 23-question survey administered to a teacher
population of 16 teachers that taught eighth grade students and (b) archived CRCT and
discipline data collected from a selected middle school in a large metropolitan Atlanta
school district during the 2008-2009 school year. The school demographic data were
extracted from the Georgia Governor’s Office of Student Achievement Report Card on
Schools data warehouse. The following data will be collected at the school level:
percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunch, total number of discipline
incidents, total number of students receiving in-school or out-of-school suspension, total
number of retained students, student instructional setting, student enrollment, and student
CRCT test score history.
There were 368 students in the eighth grade of the selected middle school.
Students were selected purposefully in that they represented all African-American
students that received a discipline consequence of suspension during one academic
school year. Only eighth grade students were selected because they are required to attain
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a passing score on the CRCT in reading/English language arts and math in order to be
promoted to the ninth grade.
Instrumentation
A 23 item survey questionnaire was used as instrumentation administered to
teachers that instructed eighth grade students during the 2008-2009 school year. Section
I contained items in dimensions related to Vroom and Bandura’s Expectancy theories.
Each response was made on a five-point ordinal scale and was scored from 5 to 1; a point
value of 5 was assigned to items identified as strongly agree, a value of 4 to items
identified as agree, a value of 3 to items identified as no opinion, a value of 2 to items
identified as disagree, and a value of 1 to items identified as strongly disagree. Section II
contained participant demographic items.
Data Analysis and Scoring
Compare Means statistics were computed to compare the mean scores for the
CRCT test sections of reading, English language arts, and math between different student
populations. The sample population varies on the demographic variables. These data are
presented in Chapter V as part of the statistical description of the variables. The student
performance data from the selected school’s Student Infonnation System (SIS) for the
2008-2009 school year were coded with each score made on a an ordinal scale. Data
were coded as follows: Suspension status a point value of 3 was assigned to responses
identified as no school suspension, a value of 2 to responses identified as out of-school
suspension, a value of 1 to responses identified as in-school suspension. Gender—a
point value of 2 was assigned to responses identified as female, a value of 1 to responses
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identified as male. Instructional setting a point value of 3 was assigned to responses
identified as gifted, a value of 2 to responses identified as special education, a value of 1
to responses identified as General education. Free lunch status—a point value of 2 was
assigned to responses identified as no free lunch, a value of 1 to responses identified as
free lunch. Retention status—a point value of 2 was assigned to responses identified as
not retained, a value of 1 to responses identified as retained. CRCT readingperformance,
English language arts performance, and math performance—a point value of 3 was
assigned to responses identified as exceeds, a value of 2 to responses identified as meets,
a value of 1 to responses identified as does not meet.
Limitations
1. Since random sampling was not possible, all possible sources of errors due to
selection might not have been controlled. The results will have meaning for
the selected school but might not be applicable to other schools unless the
same conditions apply.
2. Since there is no random sampling, the demographic variables are utilized to
control for their separate effects.
3. The researcher was the principal of the selected school during the identified
time period data were collected.
4. There are many limitations when using survey research. Respondents may be
reluctant to reply if they feel threatened or embarrassed for any reason.
(Aireck & Settle, 1995)
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5. Teachers as respondents might feel they are also being evaluated and/or might
want their school to have a favorable impression and, therefore might inflate
their opinions.
Summary
The focus of this study was to investigate the extent to which in-school, out-of-
school suspensions, and other key variables are related to student achievement. The
dependent variable is student achievement, and the independent variables are in-school
suspension, out-of-school suspension, socioeconomic status, gender, instructional setting,
and student retention.
The research was a survey design in which significance analyses were conducted
with a purposive sample using archived data. It is an ex postfacto design because the
purpose of the study is to describe and interpret existing conditions in a population of
students that perform at different academic levels. This study utilized a sample of 247
eighth grade students and 16 teachers that taught eighth grade students. The Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to summarize the data collected in this
study. Independent Samples T-Test statistical procedures were used. The information
presented in this chapter includes demographic information on the population sample and
the results and analysis of the statistical tests applied to the research questions. A
frequency distribution model was used to present the descriptive student demographic
data (suspension status, gender, instructional setting, socioeconomic status, retention
status) of eighth grade teachers. An Independent T-test was used to compare the mean
scores for the CRCT test sections of reading, English! language arts, and math between
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different student populations. A level of significance of 0.05 was used to answer all
research questions. As a result of the subsequent examination of the results, the
researcher was able to make an inference of how the selected variables (in-school
suspension, out-of-school suspension, gender, instructional setting, socioeconomic status,




The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of school suspension
to the performance of African-American middle school students on the Georgia
Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT). In addition, this study examined
teachers’ perceptions of school suspension and student motivation in regards to urban
eighth grade student performance, the dependent variable. In-school suspension, out-of-
school suspension, gender, instructional setting, socioeconomic status and retention
served as independent variables.
This chapter presents and analyzes data obtained from one middle school. In
order to analyze the relationship to student achievement, surveys were administered to
teachers and student achievement scores were collected on State Criterion Reference
Competency Tests. The CRCT yields a score that corresponds to the three performance
levels. A score below 800 indicates that the student “Does Not Meet” mastering the
standards. A score of 800-849 designates that the student “Meets” the standard for the
content area. Finally, performance that “Exceeds” the standard corresponds to scores 850
or higher.
The data were analyzed in research questions 1 through 6. The survey items were
grouped to represent suspension status (item 1), gender (item 2), instructional setting
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(item 3), free or reduced lunch status (item 4), retention status (item 5), reading
proficiency (item 6), English language arts proficiency (item 7), and math proficiency
(item 8). The response choices were assigned numerical values as follows: Suspension
status (No suspension = 3, Out-of-school suspension (OSS) = 2, In-school suspension
(ISS) = 1); Gender (Female 2, Male — 1); Instructional setting (Gifted = 3, special
education = 2, General education = 3); Free or reduced lunch status (No free or reduced
lunch = 2, Free lunch = 1); Retention status (Not retained = 2, Retained = 1); Reading
proficiency (Exceeds = 3, Meets = 2, Does not meet = 1); English language arts
proficiency (Exceeds 3 Meets = 2, Does not meet = 1); and Math proficiency (Exceeds
= 3, Meets = 2. Does not meet = 1).
Teacher perception data were analyzed using a 23-item survey instrument. The
survey items were grouped to represent expectancy (items 1-7), valence (items 8-9),
student discipline (items 10-17), and student attendance (item 18). The response choices
were assigned numerical values as follows: 5 = Strongly Agree; 4 = Agree; 3 = No
Opinion, 2 Disagree, and I = Strongly Disagree. The demographics questions choices
were assigned numerical values based on the nominal or ordinal order in which they
appeared on the survey.
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to summarize the
data collected in this study. The following statistical procedures were used: Frequency
and T-Tests for Independent Samples. The information presented in this chapter includes
demographic information on the population sample and the results and analysis of the
statistical tests applied to the research questions.
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Several tables provide basic statistics on how the average teacher responded to the
various variables outlined on the survey instrument.
Statistical Distributions of the Variables
The study had a sample size of 16 middle school teachers that taught eighth grade
students. Table 4 provides data to indicate teachers’ perceptions of student expectancy
and discipline. The mean scores were as follows:
• students believe they can learn the concepts/standards (mean = 4.00);
• students will attempt to learn concepts/standards if they believe it can be
attained (mean = 4.00);
• students believe that if they perform well, they will receive a valued outcome
(mean = 4.06);
• socioeconomic status (SES) affects student motivation (mean =4.00);
• gender affects student motivation (mean 2.81);
• instructional setting affects student motivation (mean = 4.31);
• retention affects student motivation (mean = 4.38);
• students consider the outcome associated with their academic performance
(mean = 3.13);
• students pursue the academic performance level that will generate the greatest
reward for them (mean = 2.94);
• in-school suspension effectively motivates students to discontinue
inappropriate behavior (mean = 2.38);
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics: Distribution ofthe Mean Scores ofthe Teacher Survey Instrument
Mean SD SE
Students believe they can learn the concepts/standards 4.00 .816 .204
Students will attempt to learn concepts/standards if they
believe it can be attained 4.00 .816 .204
Students believe that if they perform well, they will receive a
valued outcome 4.06 .998 .249
Socioeconomic status affects student motivation 4.00 1.000 .258
Gender affects student motivation 2.81 1.328 .332
Instructional setting affects student motivation 4.31 .793 .198
Retention affects student motivation 4.38 1.025 .256
Students consider the outcome associated with their academic
Performance 3.13 1.125 .291
Students pursue the academic performance level that will
generate the greatest reward for them 2.94 1.124 .281
In-school suspension effectively motivates students to
discontinue inappropriate behavior 2.38 1.3 10 .328
In-school suspension is a necessary discipline consequence 3.69 1.352 .338
Out-of-school suspension effectively motivates students
discontinue inappropriate behavior 3.06 1.389 .347
Out-of-school-suspension is a necessary discipline




In-school suspension negatively impacts student performance
on the CRCT 3.06 1.181 .295
Out-of-school suspension negatively impacts student
performance on the CRCT 3.63 1.088 .272
In schools zero tolerance policies are necessary to maintain
Order 4.06 1.289 .322
In schools zero tolerance policies negatively impact student
performance on the CRCT 2.50 1.461 .365
Student absence from direct classroom instruction negatively
impacts their performance on the CRCT 4.25 1.065 .266
My age group 4.27 1.624 .419
My classroom experience 4.13 1.807 .467
My ethnicity 1.00 .000 .000
My gender 1.93 .258 .067
My highest degree earned 2.13 .743 .192
N = 16: Response scale (5) Strongly Agree; (4) Agree; (3) No Opinion; (2) Disagree;
(1) Strongly Disagree
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• In-school suspension (ISS) is a necessary discipline consequence (mean =
3.69);
• Out-of-school suspension (OSS) effectively motivates student to discontinue
inappropriate behavior (mean = 3.06);
• Out-of-school suspension (OSS) is a necessary discipline consequence
(mean = 4.25);
• In-school suspension (ISS) negatively impacts student performance on the
CRCT (mean - 3.06);
• Out-of-school suspension (OSS) negatively impacts student performance on
the CRCT (mean = 3.63).
• In schools, zero tolerance policies are necessary to maintain order (mean
4.06):
• In schools, zero tolerance policies negatively impact student performance on
the CRCT (mean = 2.50);
• Student absence from direct classroom instruction negatively impacts their
performance on the CRCT (mean = 4.25);
• My age group (mean = 4.27);
• My classroom experience (mean = 4.13);
• My ethnicity (mean = 1.00);
• My gender (mean = 1.93);
• My highest degree earned (mean = 2.13).
54
The range varied from 1.0 to 4.38 and the standard deviation varied in a range of .000 to
1.807.
The data regarding the dependent variable, student performance, indicate that
students failed the reading and English/language arts sections of the CRCT at a lower
percentage than the math section. Tables 5-8 provide data on students’ achievement on
the eighth grade CRCT reading, English/language arts and math. The data indicated that
students performed at higher levels in reading (mean = 2.04) and English/language arts
(mean = 2.05) than math (mean = 1.40). Additionally, an examination of level scores by
subject indicates that on the reading test section 9.3% of students scored at the Does Not
Meet level, 76.9% of students scored at the Meets level, and 13.8% of students scored at
the Exceeds level. Scores on the English/language arts section indicate that 9.7% of
students scored at the Does Not Meet level, 75.7% of students scored at the Meets level,
and 14.6% of students scored at the Exceeds level. Scores on the math section indicate
that 62.8% of students scored at the Does Not Meet level, 34.0% scored at the Meets
level, and 3.2° o scored at the Exceeds level.
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics: Distribution ofthe Mean Scores for CRCT Scores
CRCT Scores Mean SD SE
CRCT Reading 2.04 .479 .030
CRCT English/language arts 2.05 .491 .031




Descriptive Statistics: Distribution ofthe Percent Scores on CRCT Reading
CRCT Reading Frequency Percent





Descriptive Statistics: Distribution ofthe Percent Scores on CRCT English/Language
Arts
CRCT EnglishlLanguage Arts Frequency Percent





Descriptive Statistics: Distribution ofthe Percent Scores on CRCT Math
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The study considered the possible influence of school suspension and other key
variables on the dependent variable of student achievement. Table 9 provides data on
student suspension. The suspension data indicate that 121 students (49%) were assigned
In-School Suspension (ISS), 64 students (25.9%) were assigned Out-of-School
Suspension (OSS), and 62 students (25.1%) were not assigned ISS or OSS.
Table 9
Descriptive Statistics: Distribution ofthe Percent ofStudents Suspended
Frequency Percent
In-School Suspension (ISS) 121 49.0
Out-of-School Suspension (OSS) 64 25.9
Students with no suspensions 62 25.1
N = 247
Results on Independent T-Test Analysis
Conceptually, it was proposed that if students received suspension as a
disciplinary consequence, it would prevent the student from receiving direct classroom
instruction and negatively impact CRCT test scores. In order to test these relationships.
research questions were generated to present data in a meaningful order.
RQ 1: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and in-school suspension?
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The data with respect to this research question are provided in Table 10. In the
table, the following significant relationships are observed: Using the t-test for
independent samples, a significant difference between students that had been assigned
ISS and students that had not been assigned ISS (t = -3.02, df= 181, p = .004) were found
regarding CRCT Reading scores. A significant difference between students that had been
assigned ISS and students that had not been assigned ISS (t = -2.96, df= 181, p = .004)
were found regarding CRCT English/language arts scores. A significant difference
between students that had been assigned ISS and students that had not been assigned ISS
(t = -2.19, df 181, p .030) were found regarding CRCT Math scores.
Table 10
T-Testfor Independent Samples: 155 and No Suspension
ISS NoISS
t df p
CRCT Reading -3.02 181 .004 2.02 2.23
CRCT English/language arts -2.96 181 .004 2.01 2.23
CRCT Math -2.19 181 .030 1.37 1.56
*p <0.05; ISS N = 121; No Suspension N = 62
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and Out-of School suspension?
The data with respect to this research question are provided in Table 11. In the
table, the following significant relationships are observed: Using the t-test for
independent samples, a significant difference between students that had been assigned
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Table 11
T-Testfor Independent Samples.~ 055 and No Suspension
OSS No OSS
t df p
CRCT Reading -3.77 124 .000 1.92 2.23
CRCT English/language arts -3.24 124 .002 1.95 2.23
CRCT Math -2.35 124 .009 1.31 1.56
<0.05; OSS N = 64; No Suspension N = 62
OSS and students that had not been assigned OSS (t = -3.77, df= 124, p = .000) were
found regarding CRCT Reading scores. A significant difference between students that
had been assigned OSS and students that had not been assigned OSS (t = -3.24, df= 124,
p — .002) were found regarding CRCT English/language arts scores. A significant
difference between students that had been assigned OSS and students that had not been
assigned OSS (t -2.65, df 124, p .009) were found regarding CRCT math scores.
RQ3: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and gender?
The data with respect to this research question are provided in Table 12. In the
table, the following relationships are observed: Using the t-test for independent samples,
no significant difference between male students and female students (t .43 2, df 245,
p = .667) were found regarding CRCT Reading scores. No significant difference
between male students and female students (t = -1.37, df = 245, p = .152) were found
regarding CRCT English language arts scores. No significant difference between male
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Table 12
T-Test for Independent Samples: Male and Female
Male Female
t df p
CRCT Reading .432 245 .667 2.02 2.03
CRCTEnglishllanguage arts -1.37 245 .152 2.02 2.11
CRCT Math .495 245 .621 1.42 1.38
*p> 0.05; Male N = 168; Female N = 79
students and female students (t .495, df= 245, p = .626) were found regarding CRCT
Math scores.
RQ4: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and instructional setting?
The data with respect to this research question are provided in Tables 13 and 14.
In the table the following significant relationships are observed: Using the t-test for
independent samples, a significant difference between students classified as General
Education and students classified as Gifted students (t = 4.63, df 223, p = .000) were
found regarding CRCT Reading scores. A significant difference between students
classified as General Education and students classified as Gifted students (t = 8.92, df =
223, p = .000) were found regarding CRCT Englisbllanguage arts scores.
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Table 13
T-Tesl for Independent Samples: General Education and Gtfted
General Gifted
t df p
CRCT Reading -4.63 223 .000 2.06 2.73
CRCT English/language arts -8.92 223 .000 2.06 2.91
CRCT Math -6.61 223 .000 1.39 2.45
*p < 0.05; General Education N = 214; Gifted N = 11
Table 14
T-Testfor Independent Samples: General Education and Special Education
General Special
t df p
CRCT Reading 5.328 234 .000 2.06 1.55
CRCT English/language arts 4.537 234 .000 2.06 1.55
CRCT Math 5.94 234 .002 1.39 1.05
<0.05; General Education N = 214; Special Education N =22
A significant difference between students classified as General Education and
students classified as Gifted students (t 6.61, df= 223, p = .000) were found regarding
CRCT Math scores. A significant difference between students classified as General
Education and students classified as Special Education students (t 4.58, df= 234, p
.000) were found regarding CRCT Reading scores. A significant difference between
students classified as General Education and students classified as Special Education
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students (t = 4.53, df 234, p = .000) were found regarding CRCT English/language arts
scores. A significant difference between students classified as General Education and
students classified as Special Education students (t = 5.94, df= 234, p = .002) were found
regarding CRCT math scores.
RQ5: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and Socioeconomic Status (SES)?
The data with respect to this research question are provided in Table 15. In the
table, the following relationships are observed: Using the t-test for independent samples,
a significant difference between students eligible for free lunch and students not eligible
for free lunch (t = -2.75, df 245, p .004) were found regarding CRCT Reading scores.
There was no significant difference between students eligible for free lunch and students
not eligible for free lunch (t = -.407, df= 245, p = .64 1) were found regarding CRCT
English/language arts scores. A significant difference between students eligible for free
lunch and students not eligible for free lunch (t = -2.58, df= 245, p = .011) were found
regarding CRCT Math scores.
Table 15
T-Testfor Independent Samples: Students Eligible and Not Eligible for Free Lunch
Eligible Not Eligible
t df p
CRCT Reading -2.75 245 .004 2.00 2.21





CRCTMath -2.58 234 .011 1.36 1.58
<0.05; *p> 0.05; Eligible 195; Not Eligible 52
RQ6: Is there a significant relationship between student performance on the
Georgia CRCT and retention?
The data with respect to this research question are provided in Table 16. In the
table, the following relationships are observed: Using the t-test for independent samples,
a significant difference between retained students and students that have not been
retained (t = -6.90, df 245, p .000) were found regarding CRCT reading scores. A
significant difference between retained students and students that had not been retained (t
-8.04, df = 245, p .000) were found regarding CRCT English/language arts scores. A
significant difference between retained students and students that had not been retained (t
-24.12, df 245, p .000) were found regarding CRCT math scores.
Table 16
T-Testfor Independent Samples: Retained Students
Retained Not Retained
t df P
CRCT Reading -6.984 245 .000 1.89 2.28
CRCT English/language arts -8.445 245 .000 1.86 2.33
CRCT Math -29.047 245 .000 1.01 2.00
<0.05; Retained 148; Not Retained 99
CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the study and interpret the findings,
as well as draw conclusions and offer recommendations. In chapter one, an overview of
the study was presented, including the background of the problem, the rationale, the
purpose of the study, significance of the study, and research questions.
Chapter two presented a review of relevant literature and research concerning
school suspension, student demographics and standardized tests. The review was
organized into the following areas: Student Discipline, In-School Suspension (ISS), Out-
of-School Suspension (OSS), Student Gender, Socioeconomic Status (SES), African
American Students in Gifted and Special Education Programs, Student Retention, High
Stakes Testing, Georgia Criterion-Referenced Test (CRCT), and Student Attendance.
Chapter three described the theoretical framework, provided definitions of the
variables, described relationship among variables, and delineated the research questions.
Chapter four presented the research methodology and procedures, design of the
study, description of the setting, sampling procedures, description of the survey
instrument, description of the respondents, data collection procedures, statistical
applications, and limitations of the study.
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Chapter five presented an analysis of data collected during the study. A narrative
discussion was included for each data table.
Chapter six summarizes the study, discusses the conclusions, and offers
recommendations for future research and study.
The general purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between the
independent variables of out-of-school suspension, in-school suspension, gender,
instructional setting, socioeconomic status, retention and the dependent variable student
performance. Professional educators of African-American students and other settings
may benefit from the discussions in this study.
Administrative Practice
The most significant findings in this study were found in the data related to
student gender. When comparing the performance of male and female students, t-tests
for independent samples indicated there was no significant difference in the areas of
reading (p = .667), English/language arts (p = .152), and math (p .626). Further t-test
analysis indicated that when comparing CRCT test scores between students that received
ISS and students that had not received ISS, there was a significant difference in the areas
of reading (p .004), English/language arts (p = .004), and math (p = .030). Similarly,
when comparing CRCT test scores between students that received OSS and students that
had not received OSS, there was a significant difference in the areas of reading (p
.000), English/language arts (p = .002), and math (p .009). Students that did not
receive school suspension performed at a higher level than students that did receive
school suspension. The findings suggested that absence from direct classroom instruction
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due to suspension had a negative impact on student performance on the Georgia CRCT.
Additionally, teacher perception findings revealed that the majority of teachers believe
that in-school suspension (IS S) is a necessary disciplinary consequence but it does not
effectively motivate students to discontinue inappropriate behavior. The majority of
teachers also perceive that out-of-school suspension (OSS) is a necessary discipline
consequence. However, half of the teachers believe OSS effectively motivates students
to discontinue inappropriate behavior. These findings suggest that teachers want
disciplinary consequences, but more importantly, consequences that are effective with
ending inappropriate student behavior and reducing the number of students classified as
repeat offenders.
Based upon the study’s findings, it is recommended that the school district in
which the school resides provide the human and financial resources necessary to assist
the school with effectively managing the behavior of students. Furthermore, the school
should develop a school-wide discipline plan with the following components: (a)
Purpose statement; (b) School-wide behavior expectations; (c) Teaching the behavior
expectations; (d) Maintaining the behavior expectations; (e) Correcting problem
behavior; (1) Using discipline data; and (g) Sustaining the discipline plan. The school
wide discipline plan should also include strategies that address alternative consequences
to ISS and OSS. Additionally, the school-wide discipline plan should be incorporated in
the school’s School Improvement Plan (SIP).
Further findings regarding student demographics revealed that when examining
the instructional setting of students, a comparison of the performance between students
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classified as general education and students classified as gifted, there was a significant
difference in the areas of reading (p = .000), English/language arts (p = .000) and math
(p = .000). Likewise, when comparing students classified as General education and
students classified as special education there was a significant difference in the areas of
reading (p .000), English/language arts (p = .000), and math (p = .002).
Socioeconomic status (SES) data indicated that when comparing the performance
of students that received free lunch and that of students that did not receive free lunch, a
significant difference in the areas of reading (p .004) and math (p = .011) was found.
However, there was no significant difference in the area of English/language arts (p =
.64 1). The majority of students (59.9%) had been retained at a grade level prior to eighth
grade and when comparing the performance between students that had been retained and
students that had not been retained, there was a significant difference in the areas of
reading (p .000), English/language arts (p = .000), and math (p = .000).
The additional findings of this study regarding school demographic data yield a
recommendation that include:
1. Within the school-wide discipline plan, organizing the school counselor and
social worker to address the behavior needs of students by conducting
guidance counseling sessions for all students with emphasis on the following
procedures:
a. Behavioral expectations are defined.
b. Behavioral expectations are taught.
c. Appropriate behaviors are acknowledged.
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d. Behavioral errors are corrected proactively.
2. Organizing the school leadership team and Parent Teacher Student
Association (PTSA) to conduct workshops designed to provide behavior
management techniques to parents. For example, workshops may emphasize
techniques such as setting clear expectations, responding rather than reacting
to a student’s decisions, and addressing negative behavior without emotion.
3. Improving community involvement by building relationships with
community-based organizations such as Big Brothers Big Sisters and faith-
based organizations such as local churches to provide mentor services to
students.
Policy
Teacher perception data revealed that eighty-three percent of teachers perceive
that zero tolerance policies are necessary to maintain order. Previously discussed ISS and
OSS findings and teacher perception data in this study capitulate a recommendation that
state governments and school boards of education review zero tolerance policies and
student codes of conduct and implement alternative consequences in lieu of consequences
that cause students to be absent from direct classroom instruction. There is some
evidence that Georgia state government is closely examining the effects of zero tolerance
policies. In February of 2010, Senate Bill 299 was introduced to limit the abuse of zero
tolerance policies (Jones, 2010). Discipline policies should include opportunities to
rehabilitate students with chronic disruptive behavior in an effort to motivate them to
discontinue inappropriate behavior. This study may give public school stakeholders
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insight into the impact of school suspension on student academic performance as a result
of enforcing zero tolerance policies.
Further Research
Further research is needed to gather information on student perceptions of school
suspension at the selected school. This research would be used to determine to what
extent students agree on the effects of school suspension, and analyze the deterrent effects of
in- and out-of-school suspensions on the personal/social characteristics of the student and
academic achievement as well. This may give insight as to why zero tolerance policies
and school district codes of conduct are not effective for students- particularly those of
African American, low socioeconomic and retained students. Additional research is also
needed to determine possible alternatives to school suspension and their impact on
academic achievement. Finally, further research regarding elementary, middle and high
school students’ progress after being a part of an ISS or OSS program is needed to
determine the long term impact on academic achievement.
Summary
Based upon the Teacher Perception Survey (Appendix A) and the analysis of the
CRCT test scores for reading, Englishllanguage arts, and math, suspensions have a
negative influence on student academic achievement. The most significant finding in the
study was that there was no significant difference in performance on the CRCT in
reading, English/language arts, and math when comparing male and female students.
Several of the students were repeat offenders which supports the teacher
perception that ISS does not effectively motivate students to discontinue inappropriate
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behavior. This also supports the theoretical framework of the study where the students’
self-efficacy is directly related to the value they place on performing well academically.
Noguera (2008) states that students often flaunt their antisocial behavior because it will
guarantee their failure in school largely because they have already concluded that their




This survey is designed to obtain your honest opinion of this school’s 8th grade student
body in order to investigate your perceptions of school suspension and student
motivation. Your answers will be kept totally confidential. Please answer each item
based on your experiences in this school, except where noted in the survey. Please do not
write your name on this survey. Thank you for your time!
SECTION A
Directions: Please circle the number (1-5) that best represents your thinking about each
of the following statements.
Key
1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 Disagree; 3 = No Opinion; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree
LExpectancy
I. Students believe they can learn the 1 2 3 4 5
concepts standards.
2. Students will attempt to learn concepts standards if 1 2 3 4 5
they believe it can be attained.
3. Students believe that if they perform well, they will 1 2 3 4 5
receive a valued outcome (something they value)
4. Socioeconomic Status (SES) affects student 1 2 3 4 5
motivation.
5. Gender affects student motivation 1 2 3 4 5
6. Instructional setting affects student motivation. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Retention affects student motivation 1 2 3 4 5
II. Valence
8. Students consider the outcome associated with their 1 2 3 4 5
academic performance.
9. Students pursue the academic performance level 1 2 3 4 5
that will generate the greatest reward for them.
HI. Student Discipline
10 In-School-Suspension (ISS) effectively motivates 1 2 3 4 5
. students to discontinue inappropriate behavior.
11 1SS is a necessary discipline consequence. 1 2 3 4 5
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SECTION B: Demographic Information
Directions: Mark the response that best represents your answers.








Asian Caucasian Hispanic Multiracial
Female
Which best describes your most advanced degrec?
Appendix A (continued)
III. Student Discipline (continued) —
12 Out-of-School Suspension (OSS) effectively 1 2 3 4 5
. motivates students to discontinue inappropriate
behavior.
13 OSS is a necessary discipline consequence. 1 2 3 4 5
14 ISS negatively impacts student performance on the 1 2 3 4 5
CRCT.
15 OSS negatively impacts student performance on the 1 2 3 4 5
. CRCT.
16 In schools, zero-tolerance policies are necessary to 1 2 3 4 5
. maintain order.
17 In schools, zero-tolerance policies negatively 1 2 3 4 5
. impact student performance on the CRCT.
IV. Student Attendance
18 Student absence from direct classroom instruction 1 2 3 4 5
. negatively impacts their performance on the CRCT.
Classroom Experience:
45-49 50-54 55+
Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree Specialist’s degree Doctoral degree
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Data List will read 1 records from the command file
Variable Rec End Format
ID 1 1 3F3.0
EXPECT1 1 4 4 F1.0
EXPECT2 1 5 5 F1.0
EXPECT3 1 6 6 F1.0
EXPECT4 1 7 7 F1.0
EXPECTS 1 8 8 F1.0
EXPECT6 1 9 9 F1.0




VALENC8 1 11 11 F1.0
VALENC9 1 12 12 F1.0
DISCIPIO 1 13 13 F1.0
DISCIP11 1 14 14 F1.0
DISCIP12 1 15 15 F1.0
DISCIP13 1 16 16 F1.0
DISCIP14 1 17 17 F1.0
DISCIP15 1 18 18 F1.0
DISCIP16 1 19 19 F1.0
DISCIPI7 1 20 20 F1.0
ATTEND18 1 21 21 F1.0
AGEGRPI9 1 22 22 F1.0
EXPERI2O 1 23 23 F1.0
ETHNIC2I 1 24 24 Fl.0
GENDER22 1 25 25 F1.0
EDUC23 1 26 26 F1.0
VARIABLE LABELS
ID ‘Case Number’
EXPECT1 ‘Ql Students believe they can learn the concepts-standards’
EXPECT2 ‘Q2 Students will attempt to learn concepts-standards if they believe it can be
attained’
EXPECT3 ‘Q3 Students believe that if they perform well, they will receive a valued
outcome’
EXPECT4 ‘Q4 Socio-economic status - SES - affects student motivation’
EXPECT5 ‘Q5 Gender affects student motivation’
EXPECT6 ‘Q6 Instructional setting affects student motivation’
EXPECT7 ‘Q7 Retention affects student motivation’
VALENC8 ‘Q8 Students consider the outcome associated with their academic
performance’
VALENC9 ‘Q9 Students pursue the academic performance level that will generate the
greatest reward for them’
D1SCIP1O ‘QlO In School Suspension -ISS- effectively motivates students to discontinue
inappropriate behavior’
DISCIPI I ‘Qi 1 In School Suspension -ISS- is a necessary discipline consequence’
DISCIP12 ‘Q12 Out of School Suspension -OSS- effectively motivates students to
discontinue inappropriate behavior’
DISCIP1 3 ‘Q13 Out of School suspension -OSS- is necessary discipline consequence’
DISCIP14 ‘Q14 In School Suspension -ISS- negatively impacts student performance on
the CRCT’
DISCIP 15 ‘Q15 Out of School suspension -OSS- negatively impacts student performance
on the CRC F
DISCIP16 ‘Q16 In schools zero tolerance policies are necessary to maintain order’
74
Appendix B (continued)
DISCIP17 ‘Q17 In schools zero tolerance policies negatively impact student performance
on the CRCT’
ATTEND 18 ‘Q 1 8 Student absence from direct classroom instruction negatively impacts
their performance on the CRCT’
AGEGRP19 ‘Q19 My Age Group’
EXPERI2O ‘Q20 My Classroom Experience’
ETHN1C2 1 ‘Q21 My Ethnicity’
GENDER22 ‘Q22 My Gender’


















































































































































EXPECT 1 EXPECT2 EXPECT3 EXPECT4 EXPECTS EXPECT6 EXPECT7
VALENC8 VALENC9 DISCIP1O DISCIP1 I DISCIP12 DISCIP13 DISCIP14
DISCIPI5 DISCIP16 DISCIP17 ATTEND18 AGEGRP19 EXPERI2O





















/VARIABLES EXPECT 1 EXPECT2 EXPECT3 EXPECT4 EXPECT5 EXPECT6
EXPECT7
VALENC8 VALENC9 DISCIP1O DISCIP1 1 DISCIP12 DISCIP13 DISCIP14





Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Tables for Teacher Survey
Table C-i
Frequency Table for Surve,v Question]
Qi: Students believe they can learn the concepts/standards
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
No Opinion 2 12.5 12.5 18.8
Agree 9 56.3 56.3 75.0
Strongly Agree 4 25.0 25.0 100.0
Total 16 100.0 100.0
Table C-2
Frequency Table for Survey Question 2
Q2: Students will attempt to learn concepts-standards if they believe it can be
attained
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
No Opinion 2 12.5 12.5 18.8
Agree 9 56.3 56.3 75.0
Strongly 4 25.0 25.0 100.0
Agree





Frequency Table for Survey Question 3
Q3: Students believe that if they perform well, they will receive a valued outcome
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
Disagree
No Opinion 1 6.3 6.3 12.5
Agree 9 56.3 56.3 68.8
Strongly Agree 5 31.3 31.3 100.0
Total 16 100.0 100.0
Table C-4
Frequency Table for Survey Question 4
Q4: Socioeconomic status (SES) affects student motivation
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
alid Disagree 2 12.5 13.3 13.3
No Opinion 1 6.3 6.7 20.0
Agree 7 43.8 46.7 66.7
Strongly Agree 5 31.3 33.3 100.0






Frequency Table for Survey Question 5
Q5: Gender affects student motivation
Valid
Frequency Table for Survey Question 6
Q6: Instructional setting affects student motivation
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
Agree 8 50.0 50.0 56.3
Strongly Agree 7 43.8 43.8 100.0
Total 16 100.0 100.0
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
2 12.5 12.5 12.5Valid Strongly
Disagree
Disagree 7 43.8 43.8
No Opinion 1 6.3 6.3
Agree 4 25.0 25.0
Strongly Agree 2 12.5 12.5









Frequency Table for Survey Question
Q7: Retention affects student motivation
Valid
Frequency Percent — Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
Disagree
Agree 6 37.5 ~7.5 43.8
Strongly Agree 9 56.3 56.3 100.0
Total 16 100.0 100.0
Table C-8
Frequency Table for Survey Question 8
Q8: Students consider the outcome associated with their academic performance
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
alid Strongly Disagree 2 12.5 13.3 13.3
Disagree 2 12.5 13.3 26.7
NC) Opinion 3 18.8 20.0 46.7
Agree 8 50.0 53.3 100.0






Frequency Table for Survey Question 9
Q9: Students pursue the academic performance le~ ci that will generate the greatest
reward for them
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly 2 12.5 12.5 12.5
Disagree
Disagree 4 25.0 25.0 37.5
No Opinion 3 18.8 18.8 56.3
Agree 7 43.8 43.8 100.0
Total 16 100.0 100.0
Table C~~10
Frequency Table for Survey Question 10
Q10: In School Suspension -ISS- effecti~e1y motivates students to discontinue
inappropriate behavior
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly 5 31.3 31.3 31.3
Disagree
Disagree 5 31.3 31.3 62.5
No Opinion 2 12.5 12.5 75.0
Agree 3 18.8 18.8 93.8
Strongly Agree 1 6.3 6.3 100.0




Frequency Table for Survey Question 11
Qi 1: In School Suspension (ISS) is a necessary discipline consequence
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
Disagree
Disagree 3 18.8 18.8 25.0
No Opinion 2 12.5 12.5 37.5
Agree 4 25.0 25.0 62.5
Strongly Agree 6 37.5 37.5 100.0
Total 16 100.0 100.0
Table C-i2
Frequency Table for Survey Question 12
Q12: Out of School Suspension (OSS) effectively motivates students to discontinue
inappropriate behavior
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly 3 18.8 18.8 18.8
Disagree
Disagree 3 18.8 18.8 37.5
No Opinion 2 12.5 12.5 50.0
Agree 6 37.5 37.5 87.5
Strongly Agree 2 12.5 12.5 100.0




Frequency Table/or Survey Question 13
Q13: Out of School suspension -OS 5- is necessary discipline consequence
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid No Opinion 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
Agree 10 62.5 62.5 68.8
Strongly 5 31.3 31.3 100.0
Agree
Total 16 100.0 100.0
Table C-14
Frequency Table for Survey Question 14
Q14: In School Suspension (ISS) negatively impacts student performance
on the CRCT
Valid
Frequency Percent Perceni Cumulative Percent
alid Disagree 7 43.8 43.8 43.8
No Opinion 4 25.0 25.0 68.8
Agree 2 12.5 12.5 81.3
Strongly 3 18.8 18.8 100.0
Agree




Frequency Table for Survey Question 15
Q15: Out of School suspension (OSS) negatively impacts student performance
on the CRCT
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 4 25.0 25.0 25.0
No Opinion 1 6.3 6.3 31.3
Agree 8 50.0 50.0 81.3
Strongl3 3 18.8 18.8 100.0
Agree
Total 16 — 100.0 100.0
Table C-I 6
Frequency Table for Survey Queslion 16
Q16: In schools zero tolerance policies are necessary to maintain order
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly 1 6.3 6.3 6.3
Disagree
Disagree 2 12.5 12.5 18.8
Agree 5 31.3 31.3 50.0
Strongly Agree 8 50.0 50.0 100.0




Frequency Table for Survey Question 17



























Frequency Table for Survey Question 18
Q18: Student absence from direct classroom instruction negatively impacts their
performance on the CRUT
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 2 12.5 12.5 12.5
No Opinion 1 6.3 6.3 18.8
Agree 4 25.0 25.0 43.8
Strongly 9 56.3 56.3 100.0
Agree








Frequency Table for Survey Question 19
Q19: MyAgeGroup
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 28-33 3 18.8 20.0 20.0
34-39 2 12.5 13.3 33.3
40-44 3 18.8 20.0 53.3
45-49 3 18.8 20.0 73.3
50-54 3 18.8 20.0 93.3
55 1 6.3 6.7 100.0




Frequency Table for Survey Question 20
Q20: My Classroom Experience
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 1-3 years 1 6.3 6.7 6.7
4-6 years 2 12.5 13.3 20.0
7-9 years 4 25.0 26.7 46.7
10-12 years 1 6.3 6.7 53.3
13-15 years 1 6.3 6.7 60.0
16+ years 6 37.5 40.0 - 100.0






Frequency Table for Survey Question 21
Q21: M~ Ethnicit~
Valid Cumulative
Frequency PercenL Percent Percent
Valid African American 15 93.8 100.0 100.0
Missing 0 1 6.3
Total 16 100.0
Table C-22
Frequency Table for Survey Question 22
Q22: My Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Male 1 6.3 6.7 6.7
Female 14 87.5 93.3 100.0
Total 15 93.8 100.0
Missing 0 1 6.3




Frequency Table for Survey Question 23
Q23: My Highest Earned Degree
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Bachelor Degree 2 12.5 13.3 13.3
Master Degree 10 62.5 66.7 80.0
Specialist 2 12.5 13.3 93.3
Degree
Doctoral Degree 1 6.3 6.7 100.0
Total 15 93.8 100.0
Missing 0 1 6.3
Total 16 100.0
APPENDIX D
Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Statistics
— N Valid N Missing Mean SD Mm Max
Qi. Students believe they
can learn the
concepts/standards 16 0 4.00 .816 2 5
Q2. Students will attempt
to learn concepts’
standards if they
believe it can be
attained 16 0 4.00 .816 2 5
Q3. Students believe that
if they perform well.
they ~ilI receive a
valued outcome 16 0 4.06 .998 1 5
Q4. Socioeconomic status
(SES) affects student
motivation 15 1 4.00 1.000 2 5
Q5. Gender affects
student motivation 16 0 2.81 1 .328 1 5
Q6. instructional setting
affects student
motivation 16 0 4.31 .703 2 5
Q7. Retention affects
student motivation 16 0 4.38 1.025 1 5
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N Valid N Missing Mean SD Mm Max
Q8. Students consider the
outcome associated
with their academic
performance 15 1 3.13 1.125 1 4
Q9. Students pursue the
academic
performance level
that will generate the
greatest reward for
them 16 0 2.94 1.124 1 4





behavior 16 0 2.38 1.310 1 5
Qli. In School Suspension
(ISS) is a necessary
discipline







behavior 16 0 3.06 1.389 1 5
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consequence 0 4.25 .577 3 5









ontheCRCT 16 0 3.63 1.088 2 5
Q16. In schools zero
tolerance policies are
necessary to maintain
order 16 0 4.06 1.289 1 5




on the CRCT 16 0 2.50 1.461 1 5





CRCT 16 0 4.25 1.065 2 5
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N Valid N Missing Mean SD Mm Max
Q19. My Age 15 1 4.27 1.624 2 7
Q20. My Classroom
Experience 15 1 4.13 1.807 1 6
Q21 My Ethnicity 15 1 1 .00 .000 1 1
Q22. My Gender 15 1 1 .93 .258 1 4
Q23. My Highest Earned
Degree 15 1 2.13 .743 1 4
APPENDIX E
Questionnaire
A Study of 8th grade students and perceptions of
school suspension and motivation
The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain data from the Student Information System
in order to evaluate the perceptions of school suspension and student motivation. All of
the information applies to ~ grade students.
Instructions: Place a mark (X) next to the appropriate item. Choose only one answer for each
statement
1. Suspension Status: (1) _____ ISS (2) OSS (3) NOS
2. Gender: (1) Male (2) Female
Instructional Setting: (1) _____ General Ed (2) Special Ed
(3) ______ Gifted
4. Lunch: (1) Free (2) None Free
School Status: (1) Retained (2) None Retained
6. Reading: (1) _____ Does Not Meet (2) Meets (3) Exceeds
7. ELA: (1) ______ Does Not Meet (2) Meets (3) Exceeds




TITLE ‘EIGHT GRADE STUDENTS SCHOOL SUPENSION - MOTIVATION’.
EIGHT GRADE STIJDENTS SCHOOL SUPENSION - MOTIVATION
SUBTITLE ‘George Weathers Doctoral Program School of Education’.
EIGHT GRADE STUDENTS SCHOOL SUPENSION - MOTIVATION











Data List will read 1 records from the command file
Variable Rec Start End Format
ID 1 1 3F3.0
SUSPEN 1 4 4 Fl.0
GENDER 1 5 5 F1.0
INSTRU 1 6 6 Fl.0
LUNCH 1 7 7 F1.0
SCHOOL 1 8 8 F1.0
READING 1 9 9 F1.0
EDLNGA 1 10 10 F1.0






SUSPEN ‘QI Suspension Status’
Appendix F (Continued)
GENDER ‘Q2 Gender’
1NSTRU ‘Q3 Instructional Setting’
LUNCH ‘Q4 Lunch Status’
SCHOOL ‘Q5 School Status’
READING ‘Q6 Reading Proficiency’
EDLNGA ‘Q7 Language Proficiency-ELA’
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VARIABLES SUSPEN GFNDER INSTRU LUNCH SCHOOL
READING EDLNGA MA fH
/STATISTICS DEFAULT.
APPENDIX G
Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Tables for Suspension and
Motivation Questionnaire (SMQ)
Table 0-1
Descriptive Statistics for SMQ Question I
Qi: Suspension Status
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid ISS 121 49.0 49.0 49 0
OSS 64 25.9 25.9 74.9
NOS 62 25.1 25.1 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
Table 0-2
Descriptive Statistics for SMQ Question 2
Q2: Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Male 168 68.0 68.0 68.0
Female 79 32.0 32.0 100.0





Descriptive Statistics for SMQ Question 3
Q3: instructional Setting
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid General Ed 214 86.6 86.6 86.6
Special Ed 22 8.9 8.9 95.5
Gifted 11 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
Table G-4
Descriptive Statistics for SMQ Question 4
Q4: Lunch Status
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Free 195 78.9 78.9 78.9
None Free 52 21.1 21.1 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
Table 0-5
Descriptive Statistics for SMQ Question 5
Q5: School Status
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Retained 148 59.9 59.9 59.9
None 99 40.1 40.1 100.0
Retained




Descriptive Statistics for SA’IQ Question 6
Q6: Reading Proficiency
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Does not 23 9.3 9.3 9.3
Meet
Meets 190 76.9 76.9 86.2
Exceeds 34 13.8 13.8 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
Table 0-7
Descriptive Statistics for SMQ Question 7
Q7: Language Proficiency-ELA
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Does not 24 9.7 9.7 9.7
Meet
Meets 187 75.7 75.7 85.4
Exceeds 36 14.6 14.6 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
APPENDIX H
I)escriptive Statistics: Frequency Statistics for Suspension and
Motivation Questionnaire
N
N Valid Missing Mean SD Mm Max
Qi. Suspension Status 247 0 176 .829 1 3
Q2. Gender 247 0 1.32 .467 1 2
Q3. Instructional Setting 247 0 1.18 .486 1 3
Q4. Lunch Status 247 0 1.21 .409 1 2
Q5. Retention Status 247 0 1.40 .491 1 2
Q6. Reading Proficiency 247 0 2.04 .479 1 3
Q7. English language arts 247 0 2.05 .491 1 3
proficiency





ISS Students and Students with No Suspension. Reading Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
in-School Suspension (ISS) 121 2.02 .483 .044
No Suspension 62 2.23 .422 .054
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -2.894 181 .004
Equal variances not assumed -3.023 138.700 .003
Table 1-2
ISS Students and Students with no Suspension: English/Language Arts
Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
In-School Suspension (ISS) 12! 2.01 492 .045






t df Sig. 2-tailed
Table 1-3




Equal variances not assumed
Group Statistics
Equal variances assumed -2.897 181 .004
Equal variances not assumed -2.963 130.850 .004
N Mean SD SE
121 1.37 .565 .051
62 1.56 .562 .071
Independent Samples Test








085 Students and Students with No Suspension. Reading Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Out-of-School Suspension 64 1.92 .482 .060
(OSS)
No Suspension 62 2.23 .422 .054
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -3.765 124 .000
Equal variances not assumed -3.773 122.757 .000
Table 1-5
OSS Students and Students with 1’Jo Suspension: English/Language Arts Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Out-of-School Suspension (OSS) 64 1.95 .486 .061
No Suspension 62 2.23 .459 .058
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -3.238 124 .002








Equal variances not assumed
Table 1-7
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
64 1.31 .500 .063
62 1.56 .562 .071
Independent Samples Test



























Gender; English/Language Arts Peiformance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Male 168 2.02 .470 .036
Female 79 2.11 .531 .060
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Fqual variances assumed -1.436 245 .152




N Mean SD SE
Male 168 1.42 .562 .043
Female 79 1.38 .538 .061
Independent Samples Test
Equal variances assumed










General and G~fied Education: Reading Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
General Ed 214 2.06 .424 .029
Gifted Ed ii 2.73 .467 .141
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -5.066 245 .000
Equal variances not assumed -4.636 10.862 .001
Table I-Il
General and GUted Education: English Language Arts Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
General Ed 214 2 06 .430 .029
Gifted Ed 11 2.91 .302 .091
Independent Sample Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -6.496 223 .000

















t df Sig. 2-tailed
General and Special Education: Reading Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
General Ed 214 2.06 .424 .029
Special Ed 22 1.55 .510 .109
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed 5.328 234 .000
Equal variances not assumed 4.582 24.076 .000
N Mean SD
Equal variances assumed -6.678 223 .000








Equal variances not assumed
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
General Ed 214 2.06 .430 .029
Special Ed 22 1.55 .510 .109
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed 5.213 234 .000
Equal variances not assumed 4.537 24.169 .000
Table 1-15
General and Special Education. Math Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
214 1.39 .516 .035
22 1.05 .213 .045
Independent Samples Test




























Socioeconomic Status: English/Language Arts Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Free/Reduced Lunch 195 2.04 .463 .033
No Free/Reduced Lunch 52 2.08 .589 .082
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -.467 245 .641




Socioeconomic Status: Math Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Free/Reduced Lunch 195 1.36 .551 .039
No Free/Reduced Lunch 52 1.58 .537 .074
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -.2.548 245 .01 1
Equal variances not assumed -2.587 8 1.976 .01 1
Table 1-18
Retained Status: Reading Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Retained 148 1.89 .429 .035
Non Retained 99 2.28 .453 .045
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -6.984 245 000




Retained Status. English Language Arts Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Retained 148 1.86 .387 .032
Non Retained 99 2.33 .495 .050
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -8.445 245 .000
Equal variances not assumed -8.049 175.063 .000
Table 1-20
Retained Status: Math Performance
Group Statistics
N Mean SD SE
Retained 148 1.01 .082 .007
Non Retained 99 2.00 .404 .041
Independent Samples Test
t df Sig. 2-tailed
Equal variances assumed -29.047 245 .000
Equal variances not assumed -24.127 103.448 .000
APPENDIX J
Descriptive Statistics: Building Level Discipline Incidents
IVlin Max Mean SE SD
Akohol 2 2 2.00 .1)00 .000
Arson 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Battery 1 2 1.99 .004 .106
Burglary 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Computer Trespass 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Disorderly Conduct 1 2 1.85 .015 .362
Drugs-Except Alcohol 1 2 2.00 .002 .040
Fighting 1 2 1.91 .012 .286
Homicide 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Kidnapping 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Larceny/Theft 1 2 1.98 .005 .127
Motor Vehicle Theft 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Robbery 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Sexual Battery 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Sexual Harassment 1 2 1.99 .004 .090
Sex Offenses 1 2 1.99 .003 .081
Threat/Intimidation 1 2 1.96 .008 .186




Mm Max Mean SE SD
Trespassing 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Vandalism 1 2 2.00 .000 .000
Weapons Knife 1 2 2.00 .003 .070
‘~eapons/Other 1 2 2.00 .003 .070
Other Discipline Incident 1 2 1.34 .019 .475
Weapons-Handgun 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Weapons-Riffle 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Serious Bodily Injury’ 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
Other Firearms 2 2 2.00 .000 .000
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